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Abstract 
 
In light of recent contributions to our understanding of fourth century developments in 
the area of theological and trinitarian reflection by Lewis Ayres and John Behr, this paper 
seeks to develop and apply a set of nine criteria as a litmus test for pro-Nicene theological 
practices in the writings of John Chrysostom. With initial historical background in a 
number of elements pertaining to Chrysostom, namely social setting, rhetorical training, 
patristic exegetical practices, and the fourth century debates, the thesis then proceeds to 
identify these nine criteria which may be used as a basis for a close reading of Chrysostom. 
These nine criteria are then applied to Chrysostom‖s Homilies on John, a series of sermons 
traditionally regarded as dominated by polemical and theological concerns. The presence 
of the majority of criteria and those of greatest significance establishes the case that 
Chrysostom be considered pro-Nicene in his theological approach as well as his doctrinal 
conclusions, and advances our understanding of the way theology and the reading of 
scripture mutually inform one another in this period and specifically within Chrysostom‖s 
treatment of the Fourth Gospel.  
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0.1 Introduction 
 
In recent years traditional schematisations of the history of theological debate during the 
4th Century period, specifically those centred around the Councils of Nicaea in 325 and 
Constantinople in 381, the Trinitarian and Christological issues involved, and the 
development and resolution of various viewpoints on those issues, have been challenged 
and largely revised. Firstly there was a revision of our understanding of Arius, and perhaps 
more significantly, those traditionally labelled ―Arians‖, who now it appears had very little 
to do with the theological lineage of Arius at all.1 This resulted in a more complex and 
nuanced understanding of the theology of those identified as Homoiousians, Homoians, and 
Anomoians.  
Secondly, and more recently, Lewis Ayres has produced a substantial, and not uncontested, 
revisionist history of the whole period, turning attention from the theologians-formerly-
known-as-Arians, to those traditionally identified as Homoousians, Orthodox, or Nicene.2 
He, in concert with Barnes, refers to the pro-Nicenes as a number of theologians who came 
to articulate theologies that explicitly or implicitly championed the use of Nicene 
terminology as an expression of their theology, which has come down to us as Classical 
Trinitarianism. 
A large proportion of this historical work has centred, and rightly so, on those figures 
traditionally regarded as ―major players‖ in the 4th Century debates: Athanasius, the 
Cappadocians, Augustine3. In this thesis I propose to turn attention to John Chrysostom. 
                                                                    
1 Rowan Williams, Arius: Heresy and tradition (London : Darton, Longman, and Todd, 1987). 
2 Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy: an approach to fourth-century Trinitarian theology (Oxford : Oxford University 
Press, 2004). 
3 Regarding Augustine, not so much because of his role in those debates, but due to the significance of his 
Trinitarian understanding for the development of Western theological thought. Naturally, de Trinitate, but 
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Long regarded as one of the foremost preachers of Late Antiquity, Chrysostom‖s enduring 
legacy as a preacher and commentator continued to have significant influence.4 Yet, as a 
later contemporary to the Cappadocians, he played no significant part in the resolution of 
ecclesiastical and theological disputes made and represented by Constantinople 381.  
Ayres, in his work, speaks repeatedly of common pro-Nicene ―strategies‖ that tie together 
the pro-Nicene theologians, and of a shared grammar of theological discourse. He identifies 
three key strategies revolving around pro-Nicene approaches to (1) the unity and diversity 
of the Trinity, (2) Christology and Cosmology, and (3) Sanctification, Anthropology, and 
Hermeneutics of Scripture.5 The question that I propose to address is to what extent can 
Chrysostom be identified as pro-Nicene on the basis of his hermeneutical strategies. This 
will both make a case for treating Chrysostom alongside other pro-Nicene thinkers, as well 
as advance our understanding of Chrysostom‖s exegesis by reference to theological 
dimensions of that exegesis. 
In order to answer this question, I propose to do four things.  
Firstly, I will briefly review some of the relevant historical background to Chrysostom‖s 
preaching. This will include the historical period of Late Antiquity in Chrysostom‖s lifetime; 
socio-cultural factors that may bear upon his preaching; Greek rhetoric as exemplified by 
Libanios and his school, and as practiced by classically-trained clergy in the Greek East; the 
city of Antioch; contours of patristic exegesis with reference to Antioch and Chrysostom‖s 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
also cf. Epistle 11; Quaestiones 69 of De diversis quastionibus octoginta tribus in Responses to Miscellaneous Questions 
(The Works of Augustine: a translation for the 21st Century) trans. Boniface Ramsey Part 1. Vol 12. New City Press 
(2008) 121-128; ―Answer to Maximus‖ in Arianism and Other Heresies (The Works of Augustine: a translation for the 
21st Century) trans. by Roland J. Teske. Part 1, Volume 18. New City Press (1995): 246-329. cf. also Michel René 
Barnes ―Rereading Augustine‖s Theology of the Trinity‖ in The Trinity: An interdisciplinary Symposium on the 
Trinity Edited by Stephen Davis. Oxford: OUP (1999): 145-176. 
4 Cf. e.g. Richard Gamble, ―Brevitas et facilitas: toward an understanding of Calvin‖s hermeneutic‖ WTJ 47 no 1 
Spr (1985): 8-9. Chrysostom‖s influence on the reformers, particularly Calvin, is but one example of his legacy. 
5 Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy, chs 11, 12, 13. I will explore these strategies and Ayres‖ approach in more detail in 
section 1.4 and 1.5. 
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contemporaries; the theological scene of the late 4th century in terms of the continuing and 
resolving Trinitarian debates. 
Secondly, I will outline and articulate nine techniques that I consider representative of pro-
Nicene theology. I prefer to describe these as ―techniques‖ rather than ―strategies‖ largely 
because the strategies that Ayres identifies are broader and more over-arching than those I 
identify, including several that would be subsumed under a single strategy in Ayres‖ 
taxonomy. 
Thirdly, I will apply these nine criteria to a close-reading of Chrysostom‖s homilies on 
John‖s Gospel. There are eighty-eight homilies on the Fourth Gospel. I will treat the corpus 
as a whole, drawing attention to the presence and utilisation of the nine techniques, with a 
focus on homilies that particularly exemplify those techniques, and texts which formed 
focal points of polemical discourse. It has been traditional to consider the sermons on John 
as anti-Anomoian, and so I include some discussion of anti-Anomoian elements. In this 
section I will also highlight some of Chrysostom‖s distinctive treatment of John. 
Fourthly, in the light of contemporary trends of pro-Nicene scholarship, exemplified by 
Behr and Ayres, I will draw some conclusions from the presence and/or absence of these 
criteria in Chrysostom‖s treatment of the Fourth Gospel, with respect to the placement of 
Chrysostom‖s theology and exegetical practice as pro-Nicene, and how this contributes to 
our understanding of shared pro-Nicene theological practices, as well as Chrysostom‖s own 
hermeneutical and theological methods. 
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0.2 Textual Basis 
I have taken as my Greek text Migne‖s edition.6 This is the text as found in TLG, and a 
critical edition has yet to appear. The provenance of the Migne text is the 1834 Benedictine 
edition of Fix, itself a slightly edited version of Montfaucon‖s early 18th century edition, 
corrected at points with the 1613 Savile text. Harkins refers to at least 140 manuscripts, 
representing a two-fold text tradition.7 The conflation of those two text traditions, and the 
lack of a critical edition (despite Harkin‖s suggestion of its need), leaves something of a gap 
in this treatment of Chrysostom‖s homilies on John, one that is beyond this study to 
remedy. Nonetheless, I am unpersuaded that the critical failings of the text bear 
significantly upon the criteria to be tested or the readings that result.  
An interesting textual issue is raised by Taylor, reporting on the work of Boismard and 
Lamouille, that two different recensions of the Greek text support the hypothesis that the 
homilies are in fact composite.8 They suggest that the commentary material that forms the 
bulk of each homily was originally separate to the largely moral exhortation that concludes 
it. The often tangential nature of those exhortations is noted, but the bulk of my reading 
deals with the commentary material, so that the validity of my hypothesis is not challenged 
by their theory. 
Throughout the study I have provided my own translations in the case of material from 
Chrysostom. The Greek text is provided in footnotes for all the citations. The numbering 
references are the divisions in the Benedictine edition, followed by the Migne reference. 
 
                                                                    
6 J.-P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus (series Graeca) (MPG) 59, Paris: Migne (1857-1866): 23-482. 
7 P.W. Harkins, ―The Text Tradition of Chrysostom‖s Commentary on John‖ StPatr 7 Berlin : Akademie-Verlag 
(1966): 217. 
8 Justin Taylor, ―The text of St John Chrysostom's homilies on John‖, StPatr 25 Louvain : Peeters (1993) Ithaca, 
NY: Snow Lion Publications (2002): 172-175. 
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Chapter 1: Historical Backgrounds to Chrysostom’s Preaching 
 
In any attempt to study the thought of an historical figure, some degree of historical 
contextualisation must be undertaken, in order to avoid anachronistic readings, eisegesis, 
and other errors. In evaluating theological elements in Chrysostom‖s exegesis, with 
reference to a new approach to the theological history of the period, this becomes even 
more necessary. Therefore in this chapter I outline six elements of historical background 
which illuminate the figure of Chrysostom in his period, and so ground any analysis of his 
hermeneutical approach. 
 
1.1 Chrysostom’s Life 
 
On one level it seems almost redundant to talk about John Chrysostom‖s life. A preacher 
who earned the title ―Golden-mouth‖, and has retained it through the history of the church 
almost needs no introduction. Yet sadly many people‖s acquaintance with Chrysostom goes 
little beyond the meaning of his name. 
Born ca. 3499 in Antioch, John is a later contemporary to the Cappadocian Fathers by some 
fifteen to twenty years. Decisively, this age gap meant that much of his prime was in the 
aftermath and triumph of the Council of Constantinople 381. His family was well-off, his 
father a civil-servant, his mother a devout Christian who declined to remarry after her 
husband‖s death. John undertook the standard education for someone of his class and time, 
and probably entered Libanios‖ tuition aged 14 or 15.  
                                                                    
9 In this detail, and much of this biography, I am indebted primarily to J.N.D. Kelly, Golden mouth : the story of 
John Chrysostom -ascetic, preacher, bishop (London : Duckworth, 1995). 
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The ecclesiastical situation in Antioch was complicated by divisions that harkened back to 
33110 when anti-Nicene proponents ousted Eustathios. The complicated ecclesio-political 
manoeuvring of 360 lead to 3 rival claimants for the see: Euzoios, a moderate anti-Nicene; 
Meletios, Homoian in language but pro-Nicene in sympathies; and Paulinos, a staunch pro-
Nicene. 
Completing rhetorical studies in 367, John seemed headed for a top-class career in the 
imperial civil service, but in conversation with his friend Basil, they decided rather to 
devote themselves to the study of the scriptures. Around this time John became a close 
associate of Meletios, was baptised at Easter 36811, and went on to become the bishop‖s aide. 
He adopted an ascetic lifestyle, and encouraged Maximus (later of Seleukis) as well as 
Theodore (of Mopsuestia) to join his endeavours. He studied under Diodore, who with 
Flavian had emerged much earlier as prominent lay leaders of the pro-Eustathios faction in 
the fall-out from 331.  
After 3 years John was appointed a Reader, ca. 371. Shortly thereafter he duped his friend 
Basil, fleeing an attempt at forced ordination and leaving his friend to it, while he retired to 
Mt. Silpios and pursued a stricter ascetic regime, firstly in the vicinity of others, then 
around 376 withdrawing further. This must have been an especially formative time for 
John, in terms of both his own ascetic practices and later sympathies, as well as study and 
reflection upon the scriptures. In late 378 he returned to Antioch, forced largely by his 
deteriorating health which never fully recovered from some of the ill-advised rigours he 
attempted. His return coincided with the accession of Gratian, the installation of 
Theodosius, and the general triumph of Nicene orthodoxy. He was soon ordained Deacon, 
probably early 381, and then Presbyter in early 386, by Flavian (Meletios‖ successor). It is 
                                                                    
10 Kelly, Golden mouth, 11. The date is disputed. 
11 Ibid., 17. 
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from his time as Presbyter and major assistant to Flavian‖s work that much of John‖s 
sermon output belongs. Formative events in this period include his own anti-Anomoian 
sermons, and the Riot of the Statues during Lent 387.  
The particular focus of this study is Chrysostom‖s homilies on the Gospel of John. These are 
typically dated to 391.12 It is thus not my intention to provide an extensive resume of John‖s 
life beyond the Antioch period. In late October 397 John was removed discreetly under 
imperial guidance to Constantinople, to take up that see. John was an active, vigorous 
bishop, which garnered him many successes, but equally many enemies. He was not always 
known for tact, and some of his downfall may be attributed to both his character faults and 
failure (or refusal) to succeed in political manoeuvres. The arrival of the Long Brothers in 
401 set in motion a chain of events that led to his first, albeit brief, exile in 403, largely 
orchestrated by Theophilos of Alexandria, and then the second, more definitive 
punishment and exile from June 20th 404. This saw John removed temporarily to Nicaea, 
then more permanently to Cucusos, before a final journey commencing mid-June 407, 
resulting in the aged and weakened John‖s death, September 14th. Though he died in exile 
and official disgrace, John‖s supporters were persistent, and over a number of years his 
reputation (in the East13) was rehabilitated and restored, with the triumphal return of his 
remains to Constantinople in 438. 
1.2 Antioch in the Fourth Century 
In describing fourth-century Antioch, the primary social background to Chrysostom‖s 
upbringing and ministry, we are rather well-equipped through a number of sources. Firstly, 
Libanios‖ letters and orations form a substantial primary source for understanding the city, 
though with some provisos. These include a recognition of the stylistic constraints of the 
                                                                    
12 Ibid., 90. 
13 It was never so tarnished in the West. 
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rhetorical genre of the epistle, which not only exercised their particular functions (e.g. 
business correspondence, letters of recommendation, etc.) but more broadly fulfilled a 
social role between the educated men of the empire.14 Correlated to the constraints of 
reading Libanios‖ extensive epistolary works, his orations provide a wealth of material 
which requires an equal degree of care: his panegyrical and invective pieces display a 
standard of idealisation which can be misleading; the occasions of many of his orations are 
fictive, read before a small audience but imagined into another setting; the adherence to 
strict Demosthenian Attic generalises specifics and filters technical terms from the period.15 
Yet despite these difficulties, much can be gleaned from Libanios. 
Furthermore, Chrysostom‖s own extensive works, much of which was produced during his 
time in Antioch, cast a different but valuable light on the city. Less significant as an 
historical source is the 6th century Chronicle of John Malalas. 
From Libanios, Chrysostom and Malalas the picture that emerges is of Antioch as the 4th 
leading city of the Empire, as Ausonius writes16, behind Rome, Constantinople, and 
Alexandria. Its administrative area was around 2500 square miles17 with a rural population 
anywhere up to 400,000, and an urban population between 150,000 and 300,000 but more 
than likely closer to 150,000.18 Chrysostom informs us that ten percent of the population 
were destitute to the point of requiring charitable alms, and estimates the wealthy at the 
same proportion.19 
Wealthy landowners formed something of a hereditary aristocracy and had control of the 
city council, whose power was in decline under increasing imperial authority. The regular 
                                                                    
14 J.H.W.G.Liebeschuetz, Antioch. City and Imperial Administration in the Later Roman Empire (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1972), 20. 
15 Ibid., 25-38. 
16 Ausonius Ord. urb. nob. ii.22. in Liebeschuetz, Antioch, 92. 
17 Ibid., 41. 
18 Ibid., 92-98. 
19 Ibid., 98. cf. Chrysostom Hom. in Matth. 66.3 (PG 58 630).  
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presence of Emperors in Antioch or its vicinity brought at once both prestige and serious 
impositions to the city. The comes orientis appears to be the leading resident figure of 
Imperial authority, matched by a military figure (either the magister militum per orientem or 
the dux Syriae et Euphratensis20) who was stationed generally to the East rather than in the 
city proper. Considerable bodies of tradesmen and shopkeepers made up the urban 
population. There was also a fairly sharp linguistic divide between the Greek-speaking 
upper classes, and the Syriac-speaking land-workers and presumably urban underclasses. 
―[T]he volume of trade passing through Antioch must by the standards of the ancient world 
have been considerable‖21 as ―[t]he network of roads linking Mesopotamia and the 
Mediterranean converges on Antioch.‖ 22 Therefore Antioch served as both a trade link to 
Persia and the Far East, even as it marked the Eastern military frontier of the Empire.   
 
1.3 The influence of the Second Sophistic, and the School of Libanios 
 
Besides the strictly social background of Antioch, Chrysostom emerges in a period and 
context heavily shaped by the rhetorical schools, to which we now turn. Chrysostom comes 
at the long tail of the impact of the Second Sophistic period in the Hellenistic world. 
Traditionally reckoned as a movement beginning in the first century and flourishing into 
the second23, the Second Sophistic reflects a resurgence of appreciation for the art of 
rhetoric24, especially in the Greek-speaking world, and also correspondingly, but in an 
                                                                    
20 Ibid., 115-6. 
21 Ibid., 76. 
22 Ibid., 77. 
23G. A. Kennedy, New history of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1994), 231. 
24 A resurgence, precisely in that the models of the Second Sophistic were a thoroughly conservative canon of 
Attic authors, primarily Athenian. Simon Goldhill, ―Rhetoric and the Second Sophistic‖ in The Cambridge 
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increasingly divergent manner, in the Latin-speaking West. One feature which helps us to 
understand the rise of the Second Sophistic is the significant shift in the political landscape 
in the wake of the establishment of Augustus‖ Principate and its subsequent absolutising 
and monarchising heirs. That shift of political power was already on a trajectory before 
Augustus, but reaches its end in the singular authority of Augustus. This fundamental 
change in the power-structure at Rome led to the divorce of rhetorical speech from actual 
political decision making. No longer was rhetoric primarily an art of statecraft, but began 
to become art for art‖s sake. Some of that transition can be seen in orations delivered to 
Caesar by Cicero after his rise to power, and in subsequent similar power-relations, where a 
rhetorical set-piece aims to offer advice or persuasion by very indirect means.25 For 
example, the overt and ostentatious flattery of an Emperor‖s virtue in one respect, as a 
means to point out that Emperor‖s deficiency in that same respect. 
Tacitus is a keen observer of the phenomenon of the decline of rhetoric as a discourse for 
power.26 The Second Sophistic sees the rise of rhetoric as a self-reflexive art, rhetoric for 
rhetoric‖s sake. This blossoms especially in the East, even though rhetoric there continues 
for some time to have a political and deliberative role in the somewhat freer affairs of most 
autonomous cities. The emergence and development of declamations, even declamatory 
contests, reflects the disappearance of the real power of public oration to influence public 
affairs, and its segmentation as an elite literary pursuit. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Companion to Ancient Rhetoric (ed. Erik Gunderson; Cambridge, UK ; New York : Cambridge University Press, 
2009), 228. 
25 E.g. Cicero‖s Pro Marcello and Pro Rege Deiotaro. 
26 Tacitus‖ Dialogus de oratoribus treats this as its presenting issue. Similarly in Historiae 1.1 Tacitus writes  with 
regards to history-writing:  
nam post conditam urbem octingentos et viginti prioris aevi annos multi auctores rettulerunt, dum 
res populi Romani memorabantur pari eloquentia ac libertate: postquam bellatum apud Actium 
atque omnem potentiam ad unum conferri pacis interfuit, magna illa ingenia cessere; simul veritas 
pluribus modis infracta, primum inscitia rei publicae ut alienae, mox libidine adsentandi aut rursus 
odio adversus dominantis 
I suggest that what Tacitus says about the political conditions of history is equally true of the situation of 
meaningful political rhetoric in his day. 
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While the Second Sophistic as a movement is often dated as closing in 23027, its cultural 
impact is significant and has a long tail. Rhetoric is seen, well into Late Antiquity, as the art 
to be learnt by the elites of society, and as a means of preparation for pursuing civil service 
and public office in the Imperial administration.28 It essentially became the dominant 
educational paradigm, encompassing what we would today term studies in informal logic 
(the analysis of arguments in common language), literary criticism and theory.29  
 
The fourth century period was characterised by a second significant change, in the 
relationship between Christians and the Roman establishment.30 The end of persecution 
and gradual shift from marginalised to favoured status that is associated with the ascension 
of Constantine I leads to a more settled period. This in turn contributes two factors that 
influence the education levels of church leaders. Firstly, the longevity of leaders not subject 
to persecution is increased, in turn increasing the output and influence of such leaders. 
Secondly, the increasing social prominence of the church engages converts from higher 
social backgrounds. This is reflected in the significant theologians of the century, nearly all 
of whom have aristocratic backgrounds and rhetorical educations. It is noteworthy, for 
instance, that of the eight great Latin Fathers, five were rhetorical professors first, and the 
other three rhetorically trained.31 A similar ubiquity of rhetorical training is to be found in 
Greek Fathers of the period. 
                                                                    
27 If following Philostratus‖ Lives of the Sophists. 
28 On the way rhetorical education formed a cultural elite, see Peter Brown Power and Persuasion in Late 
Antiquity: Towards a Christian Empire (Madison, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1992), 35-117.  
29 See also T. Morgan Literate Education in the Hellenistic and Roman World (Cambridge, U.K. ; New York : 
Cambridge University Press, 1998); Y. L. Too and N. Livingstone, eds. Pedagogy and Power: Rhetorics of Ancient 
Learning (Cambridge ; New York : Cambridge University Press, 1998). 
30 ―State‖ would be a somewhat anachronistic reading of authority and identity in the Classical World.  
31 G.A. Kennedy, Classical rhetoric and its Christian and secular tradition from ancient to modern times (Chapel Hill, 
[N.C] : University of North Carolina Press, 1999): 167. Five rhetorical professors were Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Arnobius, Lactantius, Augustine, while the other three he mentions are Ambrose, Hilary, and Jerome. 
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Such rhetorical training manifests itself in the Patristic literature in a number of ways. In 
terms of oratory, Christian preaching of the period shows definite traces of that rhetorical 
training in the rhetorical techniques employed. This is despite significant, often vehement, 
censure against the pagan rhetorical tradition.32 On a more fundamental level, the training 
of rhetoric in the analysis of argument (specifically stemming from judicial rhetoric and its 
law-court application) came to be applied in dogmatic theology and doctrinal polemic, 
while the refinements of literary criticism came similarly to be applied in the reading of the 
Scriptures, shaping Patristic methods of exegesis and hermeneutics.33 
In Chrysostom‖s case, he was afforded the opportunity to study rhetoric under one of Late 
Antiquity‖s indisputable masters, Libanios of Antioch. Libanios was born in Antioch, 314, 
and studied rhetoric at Athens, the traditional and undisputed centre for rhetoric in 
Antiquity, between 336-340.34 He then taught rhetoric at both Constantinople and 
Nicomedia, before a brief return to Antioch in 353, and a subsequent, permanent return in 
354. He took up the teaching of rhetoric in Antioch and, with the retirement of Zenobios, 
successfully competed and manoeuvred to take his chair and become the city‖s official 
sophist. Libanios was a significant cultural and political figure35 in Antioch, and his 
correspondents include Julian the Emperor and Basil the Great. Libanios considered himself 
a contender equal, or superior, in stature to any at Athens (still first in reputation for 
rhetorical centres) and certainly Constantinople (whose prominence lay in part with its 
status as the imperial capital). Libanios‖ extensive surviving works include numerous 
                                                                    
32 It may be, I suspect, that the major difference between emerging Christian rhetoric and the earlier pagan 
rhetoric was that rhetoric among the pagans had become an end in itself, to demonstrate the rhetor‖s 
mastery of rhetoric and so win praise and honour. Christian writers and preachers are instead employing 
rhetoric to persuade and move audiences towards holiness of life and the pursuit of God, so that the 
attainment of honour was not primarily self-directed. Whether this rationale holds true requires some 
investigation, but the invective against rhetoric rarely bears such nuance. 
33 Frances Young, Biblical exegesis and the formation of Christian culture (Cambridge ; New York : Cambridge 
University Press, 1997),  161-185. 
34 Raffaella Cribiore, The school of Libanius in late antique Antioch (Princeton : Princeton University Press, 2007), 
14-15. 
35 The politics more indirectly than the cultural. 
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orations and epistles and give a uniquely broad perspective on a number of topics, 
including the city of Antioch, the school of a successful sophist, and the declining paganism 
of high-cultured elites in Late Antiquity. 
That Chrysostom studied under Libanios is not so remarkable, as that he flourished in this 
educational environment, and like many of his contemporaries took his remarkable 
learning into the Church. So much so that Libanios is famously reported as saying on his 
deathbed, when asked who should succeed him, ―John, if only the Christians had not stolen 
him.‖36 More than a part of Chrysostom‖s esteem is due to his mastery of the rhetorical 
tradition which he and his contemporaries drew from, and a part of his appeal to other 
leading church figures, both then and since, was that they too were raised and trained in a 
rhetorically-sensitised culture which had its own refined appreciation of rhetoric as 
rhetoric.  
In this work I do not intend to dwell on a rhetorical study of Chrysostom‖s preaching, 
whether considered as performative pieces or literary ones. Certainly such studies are 
valuable, as seen for example in Ameringer37 and Ryan38. Despite such value, it is not the 
primary value of this study, yet I contend that it is indispensible to give recognition to the 
backdrop of rhetorical culture to Chrysostom‖s role as preacher as well as the influence on 
the content of his sermons.39  
1.4 Patristic Exegesis 
 
                                                                    
36 Sozomen Ecclesiastical History 8.2. 
37 T.E. Ameringer, The Stylistic Influence of the Second Sophistic On the Panegyrical Sermons of St. John Chrysostom. A 
Study in Greek Rhetoric (Patristic Studies of the Catholic University of America 5), Washington, D.C. (1921). 
38 P.J.Ryan ―Chrysostom: a derived stylist?‖ VC 36 no 1 Mr 1982: 5-14. 
39 E.g. D.G. Hunter, ―Libanius and John Chrysostom: New thoughts on an old problem‖ SP 22 (1989): 129-135 
which argues ―that several of Chrysostom‖s early ascetical works are concerned with Libanius‖ defence of 
Hellenism and that these works reveal a continuing polemic with his former teacher.‖ 129. 
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The exegesis of Chrysostom occurs in anything but a vacuum. Kannengiesser summarises, 
―His interpretation rested on a historical-grammatical method in strict conformity with the 
tradition of Lucian and Methodius of Olympus, Eusebius of Emesa, and Diodorus. True to 
Antiochene “theory,” he emphasized the “direct historical sense of the prophecies” 
explained biblical history and applied the poetic images of Scripture in his moral 
teaching.‖40 It is interesting to note that Chrysostom‖s exegetical lineage goes back to 
Lucian, who is the real or nominal head of much mid-fourth-century Homoian and 
Homoiousian theologians, and yet Chrysostom‖s theology is pro-Nicene. 
A comparative account of patristic exegesis of John‖s gospel can be found in Wiles‖ The 
Spiritual Gospel, which takes as its major texts Origen, Theodore, and Cyril, but not without 
numerous mentions of Chrysostom.41 Wiles makes good note that as early as Origen there is 
a principle of partitive exegesis, the conflict between John 7:28 and 8:19, ―to be explained in 
the light of the general principle that the Saviour sometimes speaks of himself as man, and 
sometimes as a more divine nature and united to the uncreated nature of the Father.‖42 He 
terms this two-nature exegesis, and charts its use in John from Origen to Cyril.  
While the traditional Alexandrian-Antiochene dichotomy is open to critique43, it is not 
entirely useless. So, for example, Young helpfully draws on Frye to distinguish allegory and 
typology, ―[typology] requires a mirroring of the supposed deeper meaning in the text 
taken as a coherent whole, whereas allegory involves using words as symbols or tokens, 
arbitrarily referring to other realities by application of a code, and so destroying the 
narrative, or surface, coherence of the text.‖44 While Chrysostom has some tendency to 
                                                                    
40 Charles Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: the Bible in ancient Christianity (v.2 Leiden : Brill, 2004), 
786. 
41 Maurice F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel: the interpretation of the fourth gospel in the early church (Cambridge : U.P., 
1960). 
42 Ibid., 113 
43 Ayres, Nicaea and its influence, 40. 
44 Young, Biblical exegesis, 162. 
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moralise, he is less prone to allegorise per se, and his exegesis reflects that typical 
Antiochene type (or stereotype). The other lynchpin of Antiochene exegesis is generally 
cast as attention to historicity and grammar. While these are both questionable categories, 
in respect of the vast gap between contemporary understandings of historiography and 
literary analysis, both reflect ancient categories that are pervasive. 
In the case of grammar, the kind of analysis of words, phrases, the sense of a clause, and the 
scope of a passage, all these may be embedded in the kind of training typical of classical 
rhetoric, to which we have referred to in section 1.3 above. Grammar formed the 
foundation of rhetorical training proper, and unsurprisingly provided the basic shape of 
―rules‖ for textual interpretation.45 This is seen in Chrysostom not least in discussion of 
punctuation (homily 546), textual criticism and spelling (homily 1747), and the connection 
between words and referents to determine the sense of a phrase (homily 348). As for the 
historical focus, Young gives a convincing account how this element of Antiochene exegesis 
also reflects the rhetorical tradition, particularly over and against the discrete traditions of 
the philosophical schools.49 Yet he is also eager to emphasis, that ―[t]here was no hard and 
fast distinction between rhetorical and philosophical exegesis.‖50 Antioch and Alexandria 
share far more than they differ. Ayres‖ account of Patristic exegesis is that it ―takes as its 
point of departure the “plain” sense of the text of Scripture‖, with plain sense related to a 
“community‖s techniques for following the argument of texts”‖.51 He divides ―early 
                                                                    
45 Ibid., 171. 
46 John 1:3 Whether καὶ φψπὶρ αὐσοῦ ἐγένεσο οὐδὲ ἕν. ὃ γέγονεν ἐν αὐσῷ ζψὴ ἦν or καὶ φψπὶρ αὐσοῦ ἐγένεσο 
οὐδὲ ἕν ὃ γέγονεν. ἐν αὐσῷ ζψὴ ἦν 
47 Bathabara versus Bethany in John 1:28 
48 Discussion of ἦν in Gen 1:2 and 1 Sam 1:11 
49 Young, Biblical Exegesis, 171-6. 
50 Young, Biblical Exegesis, 183. 
51 Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy, 32. 
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Christian exegetical/hermeneutical strategies into two categories, the grammatical and the 
figural‖52, the former reflecting the rhetorical background mentioned above. 
A further study of Chrysostom‖s exegesis in rhetorical terms is Thurén‖s 2001 study.53 
Thurén enters the debate over rhetorical methods of biblical criticism, whether classical or 
generic, and how patristic exegesis by rhetoricians might illuminate that field. Thurén‖s 
study focuses on Chrysostom‖s treatment of Galatians, but the conclusions are pertinent, 
―Chrysostom does draw on his rhetorical training when interpreting the Bible. This is not 
reflected in his technical terminology‖.54 
Tse identifies the two key concepts of ςτγκασάβαςιρ and ἀκπίβεια as the ―warp and woof of 
his hermeneutical principles‖, drawing on the homilies on Genesis.55 Both words find ample 
attestation also in the homilies on John, and reflect key elements of his approach. 
Regarding the former, it is reflected in how God accommodates to believers in the 
scriptures, as well as to how Christ himself speaks in the course of the narrative, as well as 
to the doctrine of the incarnation itself. ἀκπίβεια is likewise important, as guiding the kind 
of strict grammatico-rhetorical56 mentioned above. Hill argues that ἀκπίβεια in the 
Scriptures is a function of  ςτγκασάβαςιρ with the advantages of ―clarity of teaching on 
some point, promotion of the reader‖s/listener‖s own salvation, refutation of other people‖s 
wild interpretations of Scripture.‖57 Furthermore ἀκπίβεια on the part of the Scriptures calls 
                                                                    
52 Ibid., 34. 
53 Lauren Thurén, ―John Chrysostom as a rhetorical critic: the hermeneutics of an early father‖, BibInt9 (2001): 
180-218. 
54 Thurén, 213. 
55 Mary W. Tse, ―Synkatabasis and akribeia--the warp and woof of Chrysostom's hermeneutics: A study based 
on Chrysostom's Genesis homilies‖ Jian Dao, no 15 Ja (2001): 2. 
56 One would be reluctant to situate Chrysostom as the first grammatico-historical exegete of scripture, in the 
modern sense of the term. 
57 R.C. Hill, ―Akribeia: A principle of Chrysostom‖s exegesis‖, Colloq 14 (1981): 34. 
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forth ἀκπίβεια from the interpreter.58 Both these principles will be commented on in 
passing, but do not form the central investigation of this thesis. 
Other studies of Chrysostom in recent times have focused on the social setting and 
audience of Chrysostom59, including with reference to the sermons on John60, text 
criticism61, rhetoric62. Even writing that veers close to the thesis at hand fails to address the 
kind of exegetical-theological connection that this study addresses.63 
Chrysostom‖s historical context as a patristic exegete is further defined by two figures, 
Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia. Diodore was primarily active in Antioch, 
ran an ἀςκησήπιον in the city, in which both Chrysostom and Theodore trained, and so was 
a primary figure in establishing and continuing a more formalised sense of an Antiochene 
school. His work is largely lost, except fragments and his commentary on the Psalms, due in 
the greater degree to his condemnation along with Theodore as originators of 
Nestorianism. Since his surviving work relates to the Psalms, I have not focused on Diodore. 
Chrysostom‖s fellow student Theodore of Mopsuestia earned the title ―the Interpreter‖, 
since his gift was more in the writing of commentaries than speechcraft. He also studied 
under both Libanios and then Diodore, and was condemned along with the later. A 
                                                                    
58 Ibid., 35. 
59 E.g. P. Allen and W. Mayer. ―Chrysostom and the preaching of homilies in series: A re-examination of the 
fifteen homilies In epistulam ad Philippenses (CPG 4432)‖, VC 49 (1995) 270-289. Allen and Mayer have written 
numerous papers in this field, of this type, for which see the Bibliography. For an alternate approach, cf. 
Jaclyn Maxwell Christianization and Communication in Late Antiquity: John Chrysostom and his Congregation in 
Antioch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006.) 
60 Abe Attrep ―The teacher and his teachings: Chrysostom‖s homiletic approach as seen in commentaries on 
the Gospel of John‖, SVTQ 38 (1994): 293-301. 
61 Gordon D. Fee ―The text of John and Mark in the writings of Chrysostom‖, NTS, 26 no 4 Jl (1980): 525-547. 
62 M. Heath ―John Chrysostom, rhetoric and Galatians‖, BibInt 12 (2004): 369-400. 
63 M.J. Ovey ―The Eternal relation between the Father and the Son and its handling by selected patristic 
theologians, with particular reference to John's Gospel‖ (PhD thesis, University of London, 2005) hardly treats 
of Chrysostom at all.  
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commentary on John‖s gospel survives in Syriac along with Greek and Latin fragments of 
the same.64 Theodore is treated comparatively under criterion nine. 
 
1.5 Fourth Century Debates over Trinitarian Doctrine 
 
The background to Chrysostom‖s preaching career inevitably involves the sweep of the 
debates of the fourth century over the relation of the Son to God. Similarly, the background 
to this current thesis is the revision of contemporary accounts and understandings of the 
theological history of that same period.  
A traditional account65 of the 4th century began with an identification of Arius as the 
instigator of heretical defection from a uniform orthodox understanding of the Trinity. 
Following Arius‖ anathematisation at the Council of Nicaea (325), there was apparent 
consensus on this issue. But shortly thereafter significant, if not overwhelming, sections of 
the church revealed themselves to be ―Arian‖ in theology, leading to the evolution of Arian, 
semi-Arian, and neo-Arian theologies in the decades to come. Athanasius, by his 
outstanding resilience and insistence upon orthodox truth, defended the faith, which 
project was taken up by the Cappadocian Fathers, and finally prevailed at Constantinople in 
381, after which Arianism went into decline. 
Such a textbook account has undergone two major sweeps of revision in recent times. The 
first is a re-evaluation of ―Arianism‖. It is now widely accepted that, apart from Arius and a 
                                                                    
64 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Gospel of John (ed. Joel Elowsky; trans. Marco Conti; Downers 
Grove, Ill. : IVP Academic, 2010). 
65 Such a traditional account is representative, and slightly caricatured. For examples, cf. Chadwick, Henry The 
Early Church Revised Edition. (London : Penguin Books, 1993); Frend, W.H.C. The Early Church (Philadelphia : 
Fortress Press, 1982); Davidson, Ivor, A Public Faith : from Constantine to the Medieval World, A.D. 312-600 (Oxford : 
Monarch, 2005). Cf. Behr, The Nicene Faith, 22. 
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few actual followers, there was no such thing as ―Arianism‖ that seriously survived Arius‖ 
denunciation.66 To call theological developments after 325 ―Arian‖ is severely to misjudge 
the historical and theological character of them. It is not until 339, when the exiled 
Athanasius is in Rome, and almost certainly in contact with Marcellus of Ancyra, that he 
begins to employ the language of ―Arians‖ for his (rhetorical) opponents, a legacy that has 
stamped historical accounts since.67 
So, there are no real ―Arians‖ after Arius. Instead, there are a number of distinct theological 
―trajectories‖ that existed pre-Nicaea, and continued post-Nicaea to develop and conflict. 
Ayres identifies four: an Alexander-Athanasius one, an Eusebian one, a Marcellan one, and 
Western anti-adoptionism.68 The Eusebian one represents those (a significant portion of 
Eastern clergy) who could comfortably coalesce around the theology of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia and Eusebius of Caesarea. Behr suggests the term ―Lucianists‖, on account of a 
supposed or assumed link to Lucian of Antioch.69 Behr centres their theology around three 
major points: (1) an emphasis on the Son as a distinct, concrete being (whether hypostasis 
or ousia), (2) the concept of image as the key to relating the Father and Son, (3) that the Son 
took a human body without a soul;70 to this we might add the common move of attributing 
the Son‖s generation to the Will, not the Essence, of the Father. It is this Eusebian party that 
accounts for most of what is called ―Arianism‖ in the post-Nicaea period. 
The second wave of revision is represented by Lewis Ayres‖ account in Nicaea and its legacy, 
an account that he offers as ―a paradigm...exploring the theologies that came to be counted 
as ―orthodox‖ at the end of the century...mov[ing] beyond simplistic east/west divisions and 
                                                                    
66 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 100-104. 
67 Ibid., 105-113. 
68 Ibid.,, 41-84. 
69 John Behr, The Nicene Faith (2 vols, Crestwood, N.Y. : St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2004), 48-53. 
70 Ibid., 53. 
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to respect the diversity of ―pro-Nicene‖ theologies better than available accounts.‖71 His 
offering is an attempt, not to supersede the major works by Hanson72 and Simonetti73, but 
to produce a narrative and evaluation that integrates the last thirty years or so of 
revisionist scholarship. Ayres‖ account is persuasive, and one of my fundamental premises 
in this examination of Chrysostom is that his account of how pro-Nicene theologians share 
a common grammar of theology and a theological ―culture‖ is correct, cohesive, and useful. 
In particular, the rejection of an East/West dichotomy is a welcome corrective to long held 
dichotomies, which allows an appreciation of pro-Nicene commonalities not driven by 
language/geography.74 Other key elements of his approach include (a) an approach to the 
debates as ―about the generation of the Word or Son from the Father‖ rather than ―on the 
status of Christ as “divine” or “not divine”.75 This is a broader question than one narrowly 
focused on Christological or Trinitarian questions, since a full account of the Son‖s 
generation has implications for ontology, soteriology, and epistemology; (b) that the 
debates were as much about the grammar of theology, that is ―a set of rules or principles 
intrinsic to theological discourse, whether or not they are formally articulated‖.76 Insomuch 
then as these are questions about the reading of scripture, the question of a pro-Nicene 
theological culture should have import for the way a late 4th century figure conducts 
exposition. Ayres‖ approach is thus fundamental to this study. 
Nonetheless, Ayres‖ approach has not been without criticism. Reviews of his book include 
Wiles77, Beckwith78, Gerber79, Köstenberger80, Smith81, Winkler82, Russell83, Beeley84, 
                                                                    
71 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 1. 
72 R.P.C. Hanson, The search for the Christian doctrine of God : the Arian controversy, 318-381 (Edinburgh : Clark, 
1988). 
73 Manlio Simonetti, La Crisi Ariana nel IV secolo, Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum, II (Rome: Augustinianum, 
1975). 
74 This is particularly important given the long-standing tendency to read East/Greek theology as starting 
from the three persons, West/Latin theology as starting from the oneness of essence. 
75 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 3. 
76 Ibid., 14. 
77 Maurice Wiles, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy JTS, ns 56 no 2 O (2005): 670-675. 
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Wózniak85, and Behr86. Of these, Beeley critiques Ayres‖ vision of a ―Newmanic ideal of 
doctrinal progress‖87, as well as the lack of integration of cultural material, the centrality of 
simplicity and incomprehensibility, and the uncritical use of Theodosius‖s legislation.88 
Beckwith notes a lack of engagement with western material.89 Wiles critically questions 
whether the account of pro-Nicene theology that Ayres‖ offers is ―superior on the ground 
that it does justice to the divine mystery that a non-Nicene theology wholly fails to do‖90, as 
well as a broader meta-critique of Ayres‖ approach in contradistinction to his own.91 Gerber, 
Smith, et alia, offer fairly benign reviews. John Behr offers the most pointed critique, both 
in his review, and among the papers presented at the 2005 conference at Harvard, 
published in HTR 100.92 In his review, Behr highlights the lack of detailed engagement with 
particular figures‖ theologies, as well as Ayres‖ choice to redefine the issue as ―not “simply” 
Christology‖ and yet make a ―version of “Trinitarianism”‖ the standard for his pro-Nicene 
theology93. In his Harvard paper, Behr questions whether Ayres isn‖t working within a 
fundamentally Western-Augustinian framework which subsumes and blinds any real 
Eastern independence.94 He also makes some significant criticism of Ayres‖ translation 
practice.95 Behr further criticises Ayres‖ tendency to systematise and fail to closely engage 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
78 Carl Beckwith, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy JECS , 13 no 3 Fall (2005): 398-400. 
79 Chad Gerber, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy JEH , 57 no 1 Ja (2006): 104-105. 
80 Andreas Köstenberger, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy Faith and Mission, 23 no 2 Spr (2006): 81-82. 
81 Warren Smith, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy Modern Theology, 23 no 2 Ap (2007): 285-287. 
82 Gabriele Winkler, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy OCP, 74 no 1 (2008): 245-246. 
83 Paul Russell review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy SJT, 61 no 1 (2008): 121-124. 
84 Christopher Beeley, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy JR , 88 no 2 Ap (2008): 238-239. 
85 Robert Wózniak, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy ScrTh, 37 no 3 S-D (2005): 954-956. 
86 John Behr, review of Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy ProEccl, 15 no 1 Wint (2006): 127-131. 
87 Beeley, review of Ayres, 238. 
88 Ibid., 238-9 
89 Beckwith, review of Ayres, 399. 
90 Wiles, review of Ayres, 673 
91 Wiles, review of Ayres, 673-4. 
92 ―Proceedings of ―Trinitarianism and anti-trinitarianism: the Christian God in dispute.‖ Papers presented at a 
conference held at Harvard Divinity School, May 5 2006, as published in HTR 100:2 (2007): 141-75. 
93 Behr, review of Ayres, 129 
94 John Behr, ―Response to Ayres: The Legacies of Nicaea, East and West‖ HTR 100:2 (2007): 146. 
95 Ibid., 147. 
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with texts. Overall, I am sensitive to the concerns and critiques raised against Ayres, but 
remain persuaded that a reading of fourth century texts does indeed bear out his three 
strategies and concept of pro-Nicene theology as culture and grammar. Nonetheless, only 
the reading of texts will advance that hypothesis. This precisely is the task of this current 
thesis: to treat at further length texts that bear upon the fourth century. 
A second major theoretical background to this current work is John Behr‖s own The Nicene 
Faith. The critical reception of this 2-volume work has been generally positive, as seen in 
reviews by Louth96, Wiles97, Edwards98, Lienhard99, Norris100, Williams101, Blowers102, and 
Payton103, which offer some minor criticisms. Norris, in his brief review, critiques Behr on 
his reading of Gregory of Nazianzus, as well as downplaying Athanasius‖ violence, but again 
these criticisms are relatively minor. His re-orientation of how Athanasius is to be read, as 
an apologia crucis, and his detailed engagement with different theologians (more 
comprehensive than Ayres‖ volume), are also distinctives. To Behr I owe the particular 
sense that the 4th century was characterised by competing hermeneutical schemes worked 
out on the reading of the scriptures themselves.104 
To return to the historical scenario, if Chrysostom‖s ecclesial career is roughly charted 
between 367 (the end of his rhetorical studies) and 404 (his death in exile), then it will be 
predominantly the background of the 60s-80s that concerns us. The significant turning 
point in 359 of the twin councils of Ariminum and Seleucia105, where an on-paper Homoian 
                                                                    
96 Andrew Louth, review of Behr The Nicene Faith Modern Theology, 22 no 2 Ap (2006): 329-331. 
97 Maurice Wiles, review of Behr The Nicene Faith JTS, ns 56 no 2 O (2005): 669-670. 
98 M. J. Edwards, review of Behr The Nicene Faith JEH , 56 no 3 Jl (2005): 550-551. 
99 Josepth Lienhard, review of Behr The Nicene Faith JECS , 13 no 2 Sum (2005): 254-255. 
100 Frederick Norris, review of Behr The Nicene Faith TS, 67 no 2 Je (2006): 457. 
101 Daniel H. Williams, review of Behr The Nicene Faith ProEccl, 15 no 3 Sum (2006): 355-358. 
102 Paul Blowers, review of Behr The Nicene Faith SVTQ, 50 no 3 (2006): 307-311. 
103 James Payton Jr. , review of Behr The Nicene Faith CTJ, 40 no 1 Ap (2005): 131-133. 
104 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 3-8; 11-15. Behr establishes the point in his introduction, and then exemplifies it 
throughout his work.  
105 Hanson, The search, 371-80. 
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consensus was beginning to push the largely Homoiousian parties to realise the danger of 
an Heterousian solution, and thus to move in a more pro-Nicene direction.106 Athanasius‖ De 
Synodis about this time seems primarily directed towards exactly such swaying: to show 
Homoiousian supporters that what they are seeking to safeguard will only be safeguarded 
by homoousion.107 The 60s also saw significant division in Antioch, which Athanasius 
sought to reconcile with his Tome to the Antiochenes ca. 362, ultimately failing.108 
Significantly, Aetius was recalled during Julian‖s brief reign, giving radical Heterousians a 
chance to reorganise and consolidate.109 Meletius‖ council in Antioch 364 shows the growing 
trend of anti-Heterousian sentiment.110 During the 370s Basil of Caesarea really comes to 
the fore, both in ecclesial politics and his rapprochement to Valens and Damasus, as well as 
theologically, particularly against the Heterousian party.111 
The aftermath of the battle of Adrianople in 378 saw the ascendency of Theodosius112, and 
without confusing the political and theological, there is no doubt that his reign as Emperor 
was crucial in securing the victory of pro-Nicene theology, as seen in the Edicts of 
Theodosius, which formulate a pro-Nicene theology without necessarily depending upon a 
technical vocabulary113. The Council of Constantinople (381), while still not functioning to 
determine theological orthodoxy ―for all time‖, definitely has a sense of laying this debate to 
rest. Not only its creed (examined in part under criterion four), but its canon 
anathematising Eunomians, Eudoxians, Pneumatomachians, Sabellians, Marcellians, 
                                                                    
106 Ayres, The Nicene Faith, 160-168. 
107 Ibid., 171-7. 
108 Behr, The Nicene Faith,  97-100. 
109 Ibid., 269. 
110 Though note the hostility between Athanasius and Meletius; vid. Hanson, The search, 652. 
111 Ayres, The Nicene Faith, 222-229. 
112 Ibid., 240. 
113 Ibid., 251-2. 
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Photinians, and Apollinarians (and all manner of Arians), is roundly definitive for 
theological orthodoxy.114 
It is in the wake of this that Chrysostom‖s preaching must be considered. He is too late a 
theological figure to really figure in the developments of the 370s that lead to 
Constantinople, and his own arrival in Constantinople is significantly subsequent. Antioch 
is its own theological ―scene‖115, but his theological ―orthodoxy‖ has almost never been 
questioned. By the time of this body of sermons, awareness of the Creed of Constantinople 
is almost certain. His context is less polemical than the theological writings of, say, the 
Cappadocian fathers, and homilies over against other genres provide a different avenue to 
gain perspective on late fourth century pro-Nicene orthodoxy. 
 
1.6 Aetius, Eunomius, and the Heterousians 
 
In the few references to Chrysostom‖s homilies on John, it is not uncommon to find them 
cast as anti-Anomoian in content or context, such as in C. Marriot‖s preface to the Schaff 
edition, ―even in his less generally controversial words, we often meet with discussions of 
their  [Anomoian] tenets. But in these homilies he is continually meeting with texts which 
they perverted to the maintenance of their heresy, and turning them into weapons for its 
confutation.‖116 Although by circa 391 most moderating Homoiousian groups were in 
decline, the Anomoian party, with an alternative church hierarchy, still persisted.  
                                                                    
114 Ibid., 253-9. 
115 I.e. It has distinct historical and theological factors compared to Constantinople, but it is also by no means 
independent. 
116 NPNF, 1-14, xi. 
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Historically their roots lie with Aetius, trained in a Lucianic tradition117, deacon at Antioch 
in the 340s, before being shuffled away to Alexandria where he acquired Eunomius as a 
disciple.118 Their careers, such as they were, fluctuated between Antioch and Alexandria, 
before the condemnation and exile of Aetius in 360 at the Council of Constantinople.119 The 
360s and 70s saw the writing of Eunomius‖ Apology, Basil of Caesarea‖s Against Eunomius, and 
Eunomius‖ Apology for the Apology, his own exile to Naxos probably helping the literary 
output.  
The importance of the Anomoian position is that it is built on a theory of theological 
language that dichotomises between ἀγέννησορ as either expressive of God‖s very essence, 
or else a mere human utterance of mortal conceptualisation. ―The term “unbegotten” is, for 
Eunomius the primary and most exact designation for God; it applies to him and no-one 
else, and so... it is the determining factor by which all other words used of God are 
qualified.‖120 At the heart of the Eunomian account is a strict correlation of names with 
essences, which is then extended so that (a) God is unbegotten, descriptive of essence, 
entails (b) other names for God are synonymous with unbegotten, and (c) anything 
unbegotten cannot, by definition, be included in the singularity of God. This goes to the 
heart of the unlikeness of the Anomoian position, the Son is essentially unlike the Father; 
―...it is not possible to liken, compare, or associate, with respect to essence, another being to 
the Unbegotten, for this can only conclude in an equivalence, driving one to conclude that 
the Son is equal (ἴςον) to the Father, which contradicts the Lord himself, who clearly stated 
“the Father is greater than I” (John 14:28; Apologia II).‖121  
                                                                    
117 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 267. 
118 Ibid., 268. 
119 Ibid., (citing Theodoret Ecclesiastical History 2.27-8). 
120 Ibid., 273 
121 Ibid., 275-6 
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Ayres, for his part, prefers the term Heterousian to Anomoian in his account, on the 
grounds that ―Anomoian‖ was rejected by Aetius and Eunomius since they only taught 
unlikeness according to essence, of which Heterousian is a more precise indication.122 Ayres 
notes Aetius‖ ―use of certain types of syllogism and logical argument.‖123 This strict logical 
and philosophical approach, I submit, is part of the key characterisation of the Heterousian 
theology, which Basil and Gregory tackle by pulling apart in several directions, and which 
occasions anti-Eunomian anti-sophistry polemic. 
To give a brief representation of how the Cappadocians dismantle one aspect of Eunomian 
logic, Eunomius writes, ―He is not such [unbegotten], however, by way of privation; for if 
privatives are privatives with respect to the inherent properties of something, then they 
are secondary to their positives.‖124 That is, Eunomius understands privatives to necessarily 
entail first the presence of the thing deprived, that to be armless is once to have possessed 
arms. In those terms, the error is obvious. Basil of Caesarea begins to take this apart in his 
account of positive and negative terms125, and his claim that ― “ingenerate” is only a 
negation.‖126 That is, it is neither a ―negation of a negation‖, such that all theology is 
negative theology, nor is it a positive term, and so in neither case can ingeneracy be the 
positive naming of God‖s essence, which is Eunomius‖ exact position. 
It is beyond this study to rehearse all the details of Aetius, Eunomius, Basil, and Gregory of 
Nyssa‖s controversy, nor is it entirely pertinent.127 Under criterion nine, however, I aim to 
                                                                    
122 Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy, 145. Wiles, review of Ayres, 672 critiques his use of this term, but it does match 
Eunomius‖ own insistence that he teaches likeness, but not according to essence. 
123 Ibid., 145-6. 
124 ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ κασὰ ςσέπηςιν· εἴ γε σῶν κασὰ υύςιν αἱ ςσεπήςειρ εἰςὶ ςσεπήςειρ, καὶ σῶν ἕφεψν δεύσεπαι. 
Eunomius Apologia 8. in Eunomius, The Extant Works (trans. Richard Vaggione; Oxford : Clarendon Press, 1987), 
42-43. 
125 Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the transformation of divine simplicity (Oxford ; 
New York : Oxford University Press, 2009), 137-141. 
126 Ibid., 139. 
127 Vid. Richard Vaggione, Eunomius of Cyzicus and the Nicene Revolution (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); 
Eunomius, op cit.; Radde-Gallwitz, op cit.. 
Seumas Macdonald MTh Thesis 9/11/2010 
32 
 
highlight and isolate a number of places in the homilies where Chrysostom seems to have 
Heterousian theology clearly in view, as well as consider his treatment of John 14:28, 
considered a key Heterousian verse. 
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Chapter 2: Nine hermeneutic techniques common to pro-Nicene 
theologians of the Fourth Century 
 
2.0 Section Introduction 
 
The method I employ in the following chapter is to undertake a close reading of selected 
passages from Chrysostom‖s homilies on John. In each case the passage bears upon one of 
the nine techniques outlined in this chapter. Accordingly, in this chapter I treat each of 
these techniques, giving an account of the technique and its relation to the strategies 
outlined by Ayres, or alternatively to Behr‖s approach.  
The readings themselves are neither a systematic commentary upon the homilies, nor a 
mere statistical analysis, as if the weight of numbers in terms of technique-occurrences 
would produce an assessable result. This is particularly the case when considering criterion 
four, pro-Nicene terminology. Rather we are seeking to examine in what contexts do these 
techniques or criteria appear, what manner of use does Chrysostom put them to, and how 
do they function within the argumentation and persuasion of the sermons. 
I am consciously drawing upon Ayres‖ work in Nicaea and its Legacy, as he writes: 
By a theological strategy I mean a pattern of argumentation, a way of relating 
together particular themes, and a tendency to highlight particular themes or topics 
for discussion: a strategy is thus a matter of both form and content.128 
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The nine criteria I subsequently employ can be seen as subsets of those strategies, more 
specific forms and themes that guide and inform Chrysostom in his theology and his 
exegesis. The majority of the criteria below relate to the first of Ayres‖ strategies, ―Speaking 
of Unity and Diversity in the Trinity‖129, wherein he argues that pro-Nicene reflection on 
―irreducible unity of the three irreducible persons‖ occurs ―always bearing in mind the 
absolute distinction between God as the only truly simple reality and creation.‖130 The 
criteria of partitive exegesis falls here as an exegetical correlation to firm Person-Nature 
and God-Creation distinctions. Also under this strategy should be considered the doctrines 
of Simplicity, of Inseparable Operations, Incomprehensibility, Analogy, and Terminology. 
Each of these provides a distinct contribution to Chrysostom‖s pro-Nicene theology, as will 
be seen in Chapter 3. 
 
2.1 Partitive Exegesis  
 
Concerning the term ―partitive exegesis‖, Behr observes: 
Seen from this perspective, the issue between the Nicenes and the non-
Nicenes is a matter of exegesis. Both sides took Scripture as speaking of Christ. The 
non-Nicenes, however, insisted on an absolutely univocal exegesis, which applied all 
scriptural affirmations in a unitary fashion to one subject....For the Nicenes, on the 
other hand, Scripture speaks throughout of Christ, but the Christ of the kerygma, 
the crucified and exalted Lord, and speaks of him in a twofold fashion, demanding in 
turn a “partitive” exegesis: some things are said of him as divine and other things 
                                                                    
129 Ibid., 278 
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are said of him as human – yet referring to the same Christ throughout. Seen in this 
way, the conflict turns upon two different ways of conceptualizing the identity of 
Christ.131 
Behr continually applies this principle in his account of the fourth century throughout his 
two-volume The Nicene Faith, and it is consonant with the patristic texts. I would suggest a 
single refinement: that the twofold fashion of referring to Christ speaks not so much to him 
now as divine, now as human, though this can be seen as an important element in the pre-
Chalcedonian debates on the nature of the union, but rather it speaks of Christ now in 
regard to the economy, now in regard to the eternal Son.  
There is little reference to partitive exegesis in Ayres‖ work, apart from a description of 
Gregory of Nazianzus‖ ―clear articulation of the principle that scriptural material may be 
attributed either to the pre-incarnate Word or to the incarnate Word‖.132 Yet, I would argue 
that in light of the definitions of three central pro-Nicene principles133, including a ―clear 
version of the person and nature distinction‖, that a principle of partitive exegesis is by no 
means inimical to Ayres‖ broader project, and would substantiate the claim that pro-
Nicenes share a fundamental grammar of theology as applied to their reading of scripture. 
So, in formulating the criterion of partitive exegesis, we seek to answer the question, ―To 
what extent does Chrysostom distinguish the sense of statements referring to Christ with 
regard to either the divine and human natures, or else Christ in the economy of the 
incarnation and Christ in his eternal personhood?‖ 
This criterion is, as Behr has put it, a key discriminator between pro-Nicene and non-
Nicene exegetes, and thus its presence will affirm the identification of Chrysostom as pro-
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Nicene in his exegesis. Its absence would weaken significantly such an identification. The 
question of the manner and extent of this exegetical technique will, further, cast light on 
the polemical and homiletic shape of In Iohannem. 
 
2.2 The Simplicity of God 
 
The second criterion is the simplicity of God. To say that God is simple is to assert that, 
unlike creation, God is a being of such a kind as to have no composites, no parts, portions, 
nor divisions. This is for the pro-Nicenes both a conclusion of their theology, and in turn an 
exegetical axiom which informs hermeneutical strategy.  
An excellent treatment of the Doctrine of Simplicity in its Patristic evolution is to be found 
in Radde-Gallwitz‖s volume, which has the advantage of treating this doctrine in 
synchronicity with Chrysostom‖s period, and the contra-Eunomian engagement of Basil 
and Gregory.134 
While Chrysostom does not deploy anything like the sophisticated developments of 
simplicity as found in Basil and Gregory, he does seem to operate, as we will see, with an 
assumption of simplicity. This confirms Ayres‖ own examples, which he precedes with, ―the 
cases I offer are unremarkable: that is, they are to be found en passant in sections of longer 
arguments and appear to be offered on the assumption that readers will share similar 
assumptions.‖135 He then offers brief examples from Nyssa‖s Refutation of Eunomius’ Confession 
and Hilary‖s On the Trinity. ―Thus, in pro-Nicene texts the primary function of discussing 
God‖s simplicity is to set the conditions for all talk of God as Trinity and of the relations 
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between the divine ―persons‖, to shape the judgments that we make in speaking 
analogically, not to offer a description of divine being taken to be fully comprehensible.‖136 
 
2.3 The Doctrine of Inseparable operations 
 
The Doctrine of Inseparable operations can be understood as two fairly straightforward 
propositions. Firstly, that the Persons of the Godhead have such a unity of being that the 
action of any person is at the same time the action of all three as one. The consequence of 
the first proposition is that actions or operations cannot be used to distinguish between the 
persons, but rather any action ascribed to one person of the Trinity, is appropriable to the 
others.  
The second proposition is not as explicit as the first, but is grounded in it. Certain activities 
are the prerogative of God alone, whether by right or by power.137 When a proper-to-God 
activity is ascribed to two agents, then, its implication is not a duality of gods, but the unity 
of the agents. Equal operations reveal an equal power, or better a singular power, which is 
the one God.  
These two propositions form the core of the doctrine of inseparable operations, which 
frame how pro-Nicenes understand the Trinity. As Ayres writes, ―Inseparable operation sets 
bounds to how we envisage the persons but it does not do so only by indicating that we are 
to think of them as more a unity in our sense than a plurality.‖138; and, ―[it] also sets bounds 
                                                                    
136 Ibid., 287. 
137 For in some matters, we might say that a human has arrogated to themselves the place of God and so ―is 
playing God‖, whereas in other matters it is simply not possible for a human to act as God does. 
138 Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy, 296. 
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to or shapes how we envisage the diversity of the persons by shaping habits of speech that 
keep us attentive to the mystery of God‖s unity and diversity.‖139 
Under this criterion, then, our aim is to observe once again where and how Chrysostom 
deploys the concept of inseparable operations as an exegetical tool in understanding John‖s 
gospel and its doctrinal content, and communicating that to his audience.  
 
2.4 Post-Constantinople Nicene Terminology 
 
In coming to address the topic of terminology, a certain reticence about results must be 
maintained. The absence of specific, technical terminology may not indicate the absence of 
a certain position. It is quite possible to explicate a pro-Nicene Trinitarianism without 
using standardised terminology, and in a homiletic setting that may even be expected. On 
the other hand, the presence of terminology may represent a kind of appeal to orthodoxy, 
and indicate that the author wishes to align themselves with a specific theological position 
or tradition (even if their own interpretation of it would be rejected or unrecognisable by 
its proponents). 
With that proviso, I propose to examine the presence and significance of ―post-
Constantinople Nicene‖ terminology. By this is meant terminology that has come to signal 
an allegiance to the creeds of 325 and 381 in light of a broader pro-Nicene theology. My test 
cases are the presence of the following language: 
From the Creed of Constantinople, 381, the use of the following phrases: 
σὸν τἱὸν σοῦ θεοῦ σὸν μονογενῆ  
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σὸν ἐκ σοῦ πασπὸρ γεννηθένσα 
ππὸ πάνσψν σῶν αἰώνψν 
υῶρ ἐκ υψσόρ 
θεὸν ἀληθινὸν ἐκ θεοῦ ἀληθινοῦ 
γεννηθένσα οὐ ποιηθένσα 
ὁμοούςιον σῷ πασπί 
 
From the Creed of Nicaea, 325: 
ἐκ σῆρ οὐςίαρ σοῦ πασπόρ 
 
There are two other phrases that are worth investigating in this area. The first is the use of 
ἀπαπάλλακσορ and its forms. The second is ὑπόςσαςιρ.  In the case of the former, it goes 
back at least to Alexander and Athanasius140, but its real significance emerges as used by 
Basil, in Epistle 361 to Apollinaris. Over the question of ὁμοούςιορ , Basil‖s addition of 
ἀπαπάλλακσορ to qualify ὅμοιορ κασ‖ οὐςίαν, is ultimately part of a trend to move the 
ὁμοιούςιορ sympathisers to a ὁμοούςιορ position.141  
The latter term, while not a major term earlier in the century and its debates, by this 
period has received a terminological nuancing and stands as a technical word for the 
distinction of Persons. 
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Ayres makes much of the Theodosius‖s Edicts, which while no doubt translated and widely 
disseminated, being in Latin, and not possessing a technical vocabulary (that being a very 
part of Ayres‖ arguments: the pro-Nicene theology was about more than jargon), are of less 
use to us in this section. 
The approach has been to search for these phrases, both exactly and with minor variation. I 
have treated the results incidentally, highlighting those that are of particular interest, 
rather than presenting an exhaustive treatment. However, I have in each case indicated the 
other occurrences. 
 
2.5 The utility and limitations of analogy 
 
In Ayres‖ account of pro-Nicene theology, he draws attention to the process of analogy as 
found in pro-Nicene authors. ―Pro-Nicenes assume that one can draw no analogies between 
God and creation that will either deliver knowledge of God‖s essence or that can involve us 
in grasping clearly where and why any analogy fails.‖ 142 This ultimate failure of analogy 
does not inhibit pro-Nicenes from using analogy, but instead developing theories of 
analogy that accommodate analogy‖s fatal flaw: that in the strict sense there can be no 
proper analogy between Creator and Creation. Indeed, when one comes to consider the 
actual analogies used by pro-Nicenes, they simultaneously illustrate the analogy, while 
showing up the limits of analogy as a method, in Ayres‖ words, ―in the course of their texts 
such [analogical] predication is displayed primarily as a process of making judgements, and 
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judgements in which one displays clearly the ultimate failure of any given analogy; the face 
of the divine transcendence and simplicity‖.143 
Despite this ultimate failure, ―[w]hen pro-Nicenes deploy analogies their purpose is often to 
illustrate aspects of Trinitarian theology: the generation of the Son, inseparable operation, 
the difference between Son and Spirit.‖144 Ayres suggests we should therefore avoid 
discussion of ―pro-Nicene analogies‖ for the Trinity, and instead focus on how those 
analogies function, which is exactly what I propose to do in this analysis.  
Secondly at this juncture, Ayres notes, ―[d]ifferent analogies are used together or are 
displayed side by side; analogies are also displayed only in order to demonstrate the 
inadequacies of other analogies or to enable the reader to see where they themselves 
fail.‖145 This too will be seen in Chrysostom‖s homilies.  
The application of this criterion then, is to investigate Chrysostom‖s use of analogy, 
particularly in relation to the Godhead. While, unsurprisingly, Chrysostom uses numerous 
figures, analogies, and illustrations throughout his homiletic series, our concern is only 
with those points where such analogies bear upon the unity, diversity, and essence of the 
Godhead. 
 
2.6 The Incomprehensibility of God 
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―Pro-Nicenes universally assert that God‖s nature or essence is incomprehensible.‖146 The 
accounts of divine knowledge that pro-Nicenes develop is conditioned upon distinctions in 
objects of knowledge, the fundamental one being that knowledge of God‖s essence is not 
possible, but certain knowledge about God, often knowledge of God‖s operations, is both 
possible and desirable. This is seen in Basil‖s distinctions147 as well as Gregory‖s148 in respect 
of knowing the essence versus knowing the power or activity.  
Chrysostom‖s series On the Incomprehensible Nature of God is perhaps more widely read than 
his homilies on John, and so it can be assumed that Chrysostom has a doctrine of 
incomprehensibility. Once again, the question is how that doctrine manifests and is applied 
in preaching on Scriptural texts. 
 
2.7 Purification of the Soul  
 
Ayres‖ third strategy revolves around ―Anthropology, epistemology, and the reading of 
Scripture‖149 which he accounts for in two aspects, ―shared accounts of the soul‖s 
purification and the reading of Scripture.‖150 With regards to the former, he says, ―All pro-
Nicene authors believe that at the heart of the purification necessary for Christians lies a 
reordering of human knowing and desiring.‖151 It is ―dual-focus‖, in regards to an 
intertwining of, yet distinction between, the trained soul and the body, the body‖s actions 
in the world and the soul‖s growth in its imaging of Christ. So, ―the soul is understood to 
enable Christian bodily action, and that action is, in turn, understood to aid the 
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development of appropriate contemplation of the mysterious and immediate presence of 
Christ and the Spirit in the Christian soul.‖152 
In the first instance, this criterion is concerned with how attention to the soul and its 
purification impacts upon the life of the body, and so is in some sense the prerequisite to 
theological reading. My concern will thus be more with purification as the precursor to 
theologising, rather than the way in which Chrysostom derives moral exhortation from the 
exegetical bulk of his homilies.153  
This criterion should be judged as of lesser weight to my argument, as I have focused more 
closely on techniques that relate to the first strategy outlined by Ayres, and to establish the 
presence of the third strategy in terms of anthropology and purification would require 
further analysis of other techniques that fall within its scope. 
 
2.8 The Semiotics of Creation 
 
Under Ayres‖ second strategy, he considers how the reshaping of pro-Nicene theology 
impacts cosmology and soteriology. Leaving aside the Christological theme, especially of 
sanctification as participation and union with Christ, there is the question of ―the ways in 
which pro-Nicenes adapt and negotiate a number of theological and philosophical 
traditions in their reflection on the created order.... An account of the Word as the 
consubstantial expression of the divine perfection is at the heart of these shared 
strategies.‖154 Ayres sees this occurring in two ways, ―[t]he first interweaves understandings 
of the created order‖s structure with questions of Trinitarian and soteriological doctrine. 
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The second is an increasing attention to the semiotics of the created order, attention to the 
ways in which the created order leads human minds to contemplation of the Creator.‖155 He 
then provides Basil and Augustine on Genesis as his examples. His conclusions are the 
emphasis ―on presenting the creation as revelatory of the Triune God‖s infinite power‖, that 
―[t]he figural nature of creation points us always to a God beyond comprehension who is to 
be approached by a process of purification and reflection on the mysterious nature of the 
human soul‖,156 and ―that the creation is intended to draw the human soul towards God, and 
that, hence, it has an intentional semiotic structure.‖157 
The question of criterion eight, then, is to what extent does Chrysostom incorporate this 
kind of strategy in his preaching on John‖s Gospel? Does he, too, pay attention to the 
―semiotics of the created order‖, such that creation begets contemplation of the Creator? 
The presence of such a theme would further strengthen the case for seeing Chrysostom as 
pro-Nicene in his theological and hermeneutical approach. 
 
2.9 (Anti-Eunomian) Polemics against Logic, Rhetoric, and Sophistry 
 
In considering how Chrysostom‖s homilies might be polemical against the Heterousian 
position, I have two distinct approaches in mind. The first is a theme that is fairly 
consistent across not only pro-Nicene writers, but arguably fourth century theological 
writers more broadly. This is a critical stance towards classical paideia, rhetoric, and 
sophistry. This is slightly remarkable, since in the post-Constantine period large numbers 
of church leaders are emerging from a rhetorical background, and put it to effective use. 
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The kind of deep ambivalence about that is best exemplified by Jerome, and his well-known 
―abstinence‖ from Cicero and the classics. While this is widespread, it is wielded as a 
particularly sharp polemical retort to the Heterousians and Eunomius in particular, who 
are portrayed as being clinically logical and sophistically deceptive. So the first question is 
where and how does Chrysostom deploy that kind of anti-logical and anti-rhetorical 
polemic in his homilies. 
The second approach is to take the verse John 14:28, traditionally a key Heterousian verse, 
and consider its treatment comparatively, in Eunomius, Gregory of Nazianzus, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia and Chrysostom. A comparative study of other verses would, I suggest, yield 
other results, particularly those verses in John‖s prologue. However, as will be seen, John 
14:28 provides a valuable negative case. 
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Chapter 3: Chrysostom’s usage of the nine hermeneutic techniques in 
his preaching on the Gospel of John 
 
3.0 Overview of the homilies 
There are 88 homilies which Chrysostom devotes to John‖s gospel. Somewhat surprisingly, 
the bulk of the homilies are given over to the earlier portions of the gospel text, with 
chapter 1 the basis for homilies 1-21, almost a quarter of the whole series. By homily 44 we 
are only midway through chapter 6, and homily 66 finishes up chapter 11 of the gospel, so 
that 75% of the homilies are given to roughly half the book. In contrast, each chapter of the 
gospel gets about 2-3 homilies attention for chapters 12-21. The setting may be early 
morning, given the brevity of the homilies compared to other series, and presumably mid-
week. I have not attempted any kind of reconstruction of setting and audience, as typified 
by Allen and Mayer.158 The major bulk of each homily is taken up with commentary on the 
text, followed by a usually shorter admonition, ―which were often tangential remarks to the 
main theme of his homily.‖159 Introductions range from the brief exhortation to pay 
attention, to some lengthy digressions upon the failure of the audience to engage with 
Scripture in their everyday life. Chrysostom‖s primary concern is to elucidate the meaning 
of the text for his hearers, while the moral exhortation and admonition reveals a spiritual 
concern for the life and purity of his congregation. 
3.1 Partitive Exegesis 
  
                                                                    
158 Vide supra Section 1.4. 
159 Abe Attrep, ―The teacher and his teachings: Chrysostom‖s homiletic approach as seen in commentaries on 
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47 homilies. 
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The first example of partitive exegesis in action in Chrysostom‖s In Iohannem comes in 
homily 3. After a fairly long introduction and exhortatory digression, Chrysostom turns to 
the matter at hand, fixing the content of the homily in a polemical context, as he says: 
For contests lie before us against the enemies of the truth, against those devising all 
stratagems, so that they might tear down the glory of the Son of God, but rather 
tear down their own glory.160 
 
He then commences to engage with Heterousian exegesis of John 1:1, with their argument 
that 1a does not refer to absolute eternity, since the same phrasing of ―in the beginning‖ is 
found also in Genesis 1:1-2 to speak of the heavens and the earth, that is the created 
universe, which are not from eternity. The opponents‖ argument essentially rests on a kind 
of straight-faced grammatical literalism: where the same form of words is found, they are 
meant in the same way. So ―in the beginning‖... ―as‖ must refer in the case of Christ to a 
temporal beginning, since in Genesis 1:1-2 it refers to a temporal beginning. Chrysostom 
also brings forward a second proof text of theirs, the beginning of 1 Samuel 1:1 in the 
Septuagint: Ἄνθπψπορ ἦν ἐξ Απμαθαιμ Σιυα .... ―A man was...‖, or better ―There was a man 
from Armathaim-Sipha....‖ 
John‖s refutation of their exegesis is principled, as the following shows: 
Why do you mix the unmixed, and confuse things distinct, and make the things 
above the things below? For in that place “was” does not show the eternity alone, 
but also “In the beginning was” and “The Word was”. Just as then “being”161, 
whenever said of a man, clarifies only present time; but whenever concerning God, 
                                                                    
160 Ἀγῶνερ γὰπ ἟μῖν ππόκεινσαι ππὸρ σοὺρ σῆρ ἀληθείαρ ἐφθποὺρ, ππὸρ σοὺρ πάνσα μηφανψμένοτρ, ὥςσε 
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161 ὢν. 
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shows eternity; thus also “was”, spoken concerning our nature, signifies past time 
to us, and this itself having been limited; but whenever concerning God, manifests 
eternity.162 
Chrysostom‖s line of argument, then, is to ensure that distinctions are observed, so that we 
ask not only about what was said, but that we take our line of meaning from reference to 
the thing spoken of. Thus, he goes on to explain that when we speak of the earth or of a 
man, our concept of those entities already determines what we should understand about 
them, if we read that the earth ―was‖ or that the man ―was‖. He likewise points out that both 
the statements in Genesis 1:1-2 and 1 Samuel 1:1 predicate something of the subject. Of the 
former that it was formless and void, of the latter that he was from Armathaim-Sipha. In 
John 1:1a though, the statement is absolute, so as to lead us to understand the absoluteness, 
or the eternality, of the Son‖s existence. 
Here then is also demonstrated one of Chrysostom‖s overarching exegetical concerns, that 
we should investigate scripture μεσὰ ἀκπιβείαρ with exactitude. For Chrysostom, the words 
of scriptures are spoken and inspired with all due care and precision of meaning, and his 
introductory exhortations in the homilies are replete with the call for us to attend to 
scripture with exactitude, so that we will get at the right meaning. Chrysostom‖s exactitude 
is demonstrated in his exegesis of John 1:1, as he comes to 1b. 
What then do I say? That this “was”, concerning the Word, is indicative only of 
eternal being; for “In the beginning was the Word” he says; the second “was”, his 
being relative to someone. For since this is especially proper163 of God, eternal and 
without beginning, he places this first. Then, so that someone hearing “was in the 
                                                                    
162 Τί σὰ ἄμικσα μιγνύειρ, καὶ ςτγφεῖρ σὰ διαιπούμενα, καὶ σὰ ἄνψ σὰ κάσψ ποιεῖρ; ἖νσαῦθα γὰπ σὸ, Ἦν, οὐ 
δείκντςι σὸ ἀΐδιον μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ σὸ, ἖ν ἀπφῇ ἦν, καὶ σὸ, Ὁ Λόγορ ἦν. Ὥςπεπ οὖν σὸ, ὢν, ὅσαν μὲν πεπὶ 
ἀνθπώποτ λέγησαι, σὸν ἐνεςσῶσα φπόνον δηλοῖ μόνον· ὅσαν δὲ πεπὶ Θεοῦ, σὸ ἀΐδιον δείκντςιν· In Iohannem 3.2 
PG 59.39. 
163 ἴδιον. 
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beginning” also say that he was unbegotten164, he immediately assuages it, before 
saying what he was, saying that he was “with God.” And lest any one suppose the 
Word to be simply one uttered or conceived165, he prefixed the article, just as I said, 
and through this second expression he takes up the same point. For he did not say, 
“He was in God” but “He was with God”, revealing to us his eternity according to his 
person.166 
While I have to this point been tracing the exactness of Chrysostom‖s exegesis, and his 
concern for understanding the usage of words with reference to those words‖ referents, we 
come now to a very clear demonstration of partitive exegesis in the proper sense. 
Chrysostom engages in further hypothetical banter with his opponents, who are willing to 
grant the Son‖s ―with God‖, provided it is likewise affirmed ―yet created‖. Chrysostom replies 
that this would have been perfectly clear if the Evangelist had written ―In the beginning 
God made the Word‖, which he certainly could have. This leads to the raising of the 
objection that Peter says exactly that, ―made‖ in Acts 2:36. It is easy to forget that 
Chrysostom is not actually engaged in a dialogue, but is raising objections and proceeding 
through a debate for rhetorical effect. Chrysostom again: 
 “Yes”, they say: “but Peter says this clearly and explicitly.” Where and When? 
“When conversing with the Jews he says, “God made him Lord and Christ.”167 Why 
then do you not add that which follows on, “this Jesus whom you crucified”? Or are 
you ignorant that of the things spoken, some are of his unmixed nature, others of 
                                                                    
164 ἀγέννησον. 
165 I.e. In the mind. 
166 Τί οὖν υημι; Ὅσι σοῦσο σὸ, Ἦν, ἐπὶ σοῦ Λόγοτ, σοῦ εἶναι ἀωδίψρ μόνον ἐςσὶ δηλψσικόν· ἖ν ἀπφῇ γὰπ ἦν, 
υηςὶν, ὁ Λόγορ· σὸ δεύσεπον δὲ ἦν, σοῦ ππόρ σινα εἶναι. ἖πειδὴ γὰπ μάλιςσα σοῦ Θεοῦ σοῦσό ἐςσιν ἴδιον, σὸ 
ἀΐδιον καὶ ἄναπφον, σοῦσο ππῶσον σέθεικεν. Εἶσα, ἵνα μή σιρ ἀκούψν σὸ, ἦν ἐν ἀπφῇ, καὶ ἀγέννησον αὐσὸν 
εἴπῃ, εὐθέψρ αὐσὸ παπεμτθήςασο, ππὸ σοῦ εἰπεῖν σί ἦν, εἰπὼν ὅσι Ππὸρ σὸν Θεὸν ἦν. Καὶ ἵνα μὴ Λόγον αὐσὸν 
ἁπλῶρ νομίςῃ σιρ εἶναι ππουοπικὸν ἠ ἐνδιάθεσον, σῇ σοῦ ἄπθποτ πποςθήκῃ, καθάπεπ ἔυθην εἰπὼν, καὶ διὰ σῆρ 
δετσέπαρ σαύσηρ σοῦσο ἀνεῖλε ῥήςεψρ. Οὐ γὰπ εἶπεν, ἖ν Θεῷ ἦν, ἀλλὰ, Ππὸρ σὸν Θεὸν ἦν, σὴν καθ' ὑπόςσαςιν 
αὐσοῦ ἀωδιόσησα ἐμυαίνψν ἟μῖν. In Iohannem 3.3 PG 59.40. 
167 Acts 2:36. 
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the economy? But if it is not, but you will take it all absolutely concerning the 
Godhead, then you will introduce a passible Divinity. But if not passible, neither 
created... Besides, both “Lord” and “Christ” are not of essence, but of dignity.168 
 
Observe these features: Chrysostom emphatically insists that the context of the citation 
determines the meaning of the text. He realises as a matter of sensible exegesis that it 
matters in what situation and circumstance things are said and written. Second, 
Chrysostom demands that the conclusion of verse 36 be added. Not only is the 
circumstantial or historical setting to be considered, but the textual context of the 
statement must be brought to bear. Third, and most pertinent, Chrysostom uses that 
following clause of 36c to support his partitive exegesis, ―of the things spoken, some are of 
his unmixed nature (the Son in his eternal personhood and Deity), others of the economy 
(the Son in respect of his Incarnation as man).  
That Chrysostom links the line of his opponents‖ argument to the introduction of a passible 
Deity is not immediately an obvious move. Yet, given the Heterousians‖ desire to protect 
the impassibility of God, Chrysostom is trying to underline that Jesus must be categorised 
as either the one impassible God, with the Father, or else his divinity is destroyed in the 
terms that pro-Nicenes understand divinity to operate.169 
                                                                    
168 Ναὶ, υηςίν· ἀλλ' ὁ Πέσπορ σοῦσο εἶπε ςαυῶρ καὶ διαῤῥήδην. Ποῦ καὶ πόσε; Ὅσε Ἰοτδαίοιρ διαλεγόμενορ 
ἔλεγεν, Ὅσι Κύπιον αὐσὸν καὶ Χπιςσὸν ὁ Θεὸρ ἐποίηςε. Τί οὖν καὶ σὸ ἑξῆρ οὐ πποςέθηκαρ, ὅσι Τοῦσον σὸν 
Ἰηςοῦν ὃν ὑμεῖρ ἐςσατπώςασε; Ἢ ἀγνοεῖρ ὅσι σῶν λεγομένψν σὰ μὲν σῆρ ἀκηπάσοτ υύςεψρ, σὰ δὲ σῆρ 
οἰκονομίαρ ἐςσίν; Εἰ δὲ μή ἐςσιν, ἀλλὰ πάνσα ἁπλῶρ ἐπὶ σῆρ θεόσησορ ἐκδέξῃ, καὶ παθησὸν εἰςάξειρ σὸ Θεῖον· εἰ 
δὲ μὴ παθησὸν, οὐδὲ ποιησόν.... Ἄλλψρ σε σὸ Κύπιορ καὶ σὸ Χπιςσὸρ, οὐκ ἔςσιν οὐςίαρ, ἀλλ' ἀξιώμασορ. In 
Iohannem 3.3 PG 59.41. 
169 Cf. Ayres‖ rejection of reading the controversy as a debate about which side of the Creator/creation divide 
the Son belongs on. Rather, the very flexibility of the term ―God‖ in the early 4th century is part of the debate, 
whose resolution involves an account of divine simplicity that makes Chrysostom‖s logic tenable. Ayres, 
Nicaea and its legacy, 4; 14. 
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The final element of the above citation further affirms the partitive nature of Chrysostom‖s 
exegesis in this instance. ―Lord‖ and ―Christ‖ are not titles of essence, in fact Chrysostom‖s 
commitment to the incomprehensibility of God renders all ―titles‖ of essence empty. Rather, 
they must be seen here as titles of dignity, referred specifically to the incarnate Son in the 
economy of salvation, since the Son lacked nothing of divinity, and so it is only as man that 
he can be made ―Lord‖ and ―Christ‖.170 
Homily 3.4 extends the line of Chrysostom‖s argument in a negative direction. It exhibits 
two argumentative techniques. The first of these is Chrysostom‖s principle of 
condescension in regards to discourse. Briefly, Chrysostom regularly inquires as to why a 
certain statement is made in a certain way, especially as to why the most high Son so often 
speaks of himself in a more lowly manner. The answer is consistently that it is part of 
Christ‖s condescension or accommodation, in order to make his teaching more persuasive, 
and so little by little lead his hearers up to more sublime truths concerning himself. The 
second of these techniques is the importance and opportunity afforded here to the 
Evangelist of correction his reader‖s opinions.171 For if the Son were not eternal and 
consubstantial, then nowhere else does the Evangelist run so great a risk of people 
conceiving the Son to be eternal, consubstantial, and all the rest that characterises pro-
Nicene orthodoxy. So if that were the case, why then does the Evangelist not correct such 
notions? Indeed, similarly Jesus is silent about many things that are true, for the sake of 
condescension; it is hardly then consistent that he would remain silent about something 
that was false, rather than humbly correcting an over-high estimation of his nature. 
Chrysostom lists a veritable catalogue of lofty statements by Christ172 that would be 
unfitting for him to speak if they were not true. The conclusion of this homily is typical for 
                                                                    
170 The emphasis here is on the ―being made Lord‖, rather than ―Lord‖ considered by itself. 
171 Elsewhere this is deployed similarly of Christ‖s opportunity to correct his audience‖s opinions. 
172 In sequence: John 5:30, 12:49, 14:11, 14:9, 5:23, 5:21, 5:17, 10:15, 10:30. 
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Chrysostom, in that he moves into moral exhortation and application that is (often) 
tangentially related to the doctrinal content of the homily as a whole. It is, in this instance 
(and again often throughout In Iohannem), focused on the evil of pride and vainglory. 
 
The necessity of applying the principle of partitive exegesis is seen in homily 27, on John 
3:13-16. 
―Son of Man‖ here he calls not the flesh, but he names from the lesser essence, his 
whole self, so to speak. For this is his custom frequently from the Godhead, 
frequently from the Humanity, to call the whole.173 
That Jesus himself uses terminology drawn from either of his two natures as to refer to his 
entire self, while preserving everywhere a unity of Person, requires of the exegete an 
exactness in referring expressions to their appropriate nature. 
 
Partitive exegesis of a slightly different sort finds evidence in homily 38: 
On this account whenever there be a discourse concerning the Sabbath, neither as 
man alone does he give a defence, nor as God alone, but at times in this manner, at 
times in another. For he wishes both to be believed, both the condescension of the 
economy, and the dignity of the Godhead. On this account he now174 makes defence 
as God. For if he was going to always converse with them from merely human 
                                                                    
173 Υἱὸν δὲ ἀνθπώποτ ἐνσαῦθα οὐ σὴν ςάπκα ἐκάλεςεν, ἀλλ‖ ἀπὸ σῆρ ἐλάσσονορ οὐςίαρ ὅλον ἑατσὸν, ἵν‖ οὕσψρ 
εἴπψ, ὠνόμαςε νῦν. Καὶ γὰπ σοῦσο ἔθορ αὐσῷ, πολλάκιρ μὲν ἀπὸ σῆρ θεόσησορ, πολλάκιρ δὲ ἀπὸ σῆρ 
ἀνθπψπόσησορ σὸ πᾶν καλεῖν. In Iohannem 27.1 PG 59.159. 
174 The text under discussion is John 5:16-17, which Chrysostom has contrasted with Matthew 12. 
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affairs, they would have remained in the same lowliness. Wherefore that this might 
not be, he brings the Father into the midst [of the discussion].175 
 
Here the necessity of partitive exegesis is not related solely to determining in what sense 
an expression is used of the Christ, but also to the manner in which Christ himself conducts 
his discourse. This, naturally, is related by Chrysostom to Jesus‖ purposes in speech, and so 
to two major elements of those purposes. Firstly, Jesus‖ general custom to accommodate his 
speech through condescension to the infirmity of his listeners; and secondly, Jesus‖ aim to 
lead them into more sublime or lofty understanding, which requires them to believe in 
both his Divinity and his Humanity. 
 
 
This concern to establish both Jesus‖ Divinity and his Humanity is not found only in Jesus‖ 
discourse, but also among the Evangelist‖s concerns, as Chrysostom affirms in homily 48, 
reflecting on the words οὐ γὰπ εἶφεν ἐξοτςίαν ἐν σῇ Ἰοτδαίᾳ πεπιπασεῖν, saying: 
 
What then are these enigmas? Away with [the word]176: not that you might suppose 
that he spoke enigmas, did he speak thus, but so that he might make plain  that he 
both offers proofs of the Godhead, and of the Humanity. For when he says, “He had 
not power”, he converses as concerning a man, and of one doing many things in a 
human manner; but when he says, that ―he stood in their midst, and they did not 
seize him‖, he demonstrates clearly the power of the Godhead. For he flees as a man, 
                                                                    
175 Διὰ σοῦσο ὅσαν πεπὶ Σαββάσοτ ᾖ ὁ λόγορ, οὔσε ὡρ ἄνθπψπορ μόνον ἀπολογεῖσαι, οὔσε ὡρ Θεὸρ μόνον, ἀλλὰ 
ποσὲ μὲν οὕσψρ, ποσὲ δὲ ἐκείνψρ. Ἠβούλεσο γὰπ ἀμυόσεπα πιςσεύεςθαι, καὶ σῆρ οἰκονομίαρ σὴν ςτγκασάβαςιν, 
καὶ σῆρ θεόσησορ σὸ ἀξίψμα. Διὰ σοῦσο νῦν ὡρ Θεὸρ ἀπολογεῖσαι. Εἰ γὰπ ἔμελλεν ἀπὸ σῶν ἀνθπψπίνψν αὐσοῖρ 
ἀεὶ διαλέγεςθαι μόνον, ἔμεινεν ἂν ἐπὶ σῆρ αὐσῆρ σαπεινόσησορ. Διόπεπ ἵνα μὴ σοῦσο γένησαι, σὸν Πασέπα εἰρ 
μέςον ἄγει. In Iohannem 38.3 PG 59.214. 
176 I.e. Chrysostom does not wish to have the listeners think of these things as ―enigmas‖ or difficult mysteries, 
but himself will show that they are resolved by attention to this partitive exegesis. 
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and he appears as a God; speaking both truly. For the being in the midst of those 
plotting yet not seizing him, makes clear his unconquerable and incontestable 
[nature]; and to restrain himself, confirms and establishes the economy, so that 
neither Paul the Samosatene has anything to say, nor Marcion, nor those infected 
with those men‖s teaching. On this account therefore he stops up their mouths.177  
 
Here we see Chrysostom‖s application of partitive exegesis not to Jesus‖ discourse about 
himself, but to the Evangelist‖s purposes, in establishing for belief both Jesus‖ Godhead and 
Humanity. As an application of the principle, it resolves the apparent difficulty, the 
―enigma‖ of the text of John 7:1-2, as to why on the one hand Jesus was restricted in some 
degree of power, yet elsewhere the Jewish opponents  are mysteriously restricted in their 
power over Jesus. Further, the application of the principle feeds directly into contemporary 
anti-heretical polemics. Though neither Paul nor Marcion remain strong, ―live‖ options for 
non-orthodox Christians, the casting of contemporary opponents as in line with historical 
heretics, who had already been decisively condemned, is a broader rhetorical strategy. The 
denial of Jesus‖ full humanity or divinity by new means remains Chrysostom‖s real concern, 
but it suits his purposes to paint it in old terms. 
  
 
                                                                    
177 Τίνα δή ἐςσι σαῦσα σὰ αἰνίγμασα; Ἄπαγε· οὐφ ἵνα αἰνίγμασα λέγειν νομιςθῇ, οὕσψρ εἶπεν, ἀλλ‖ ἵνα δηλώςῃ 
ὅσι καὶ σὰ σῆρ θεόσησορ ἐπεδείκντσο, καὶ σὰ σῆρ ἀνθπψπόσησορ. Ὅσαν μὲν γὰπ λέγῃ, ὅσι ἖ξοτςίαν οὐκ εἶφεν, 
ὡρ πεπὶ ἀνθπώποτ διαλέγεσαι, πολλὰ καὶ ἀνθπψπίνψρ ποιοῦνσορ· ὅσαν δὲ λέγῃ, ὅσι ἐν μέςοιρ αὐσοῖρ εἰςσήκει, 
καὶ οὐ κασεῖφον αὐσὸν, σῆρ θεόσησορ σὴν δύναμιν ἐνδείκντσαι δηλονόσι. Καὶ γὰπ ἔυετγεν ὡρ ἄνθπψπορ, καὶ 
ἐυαίνεσο ὡρ Θεόρ· ἀμυόσεπα ἀληθεύψν. Τό σε γὰπ ἐν μέςοιρ ὄνσα σοῖρ ἐπιβοτλεύοτςι μὴ κασέφεςθαι, σὸ 
ἀκασαγώνιςσον αὐσοῦ καὶ ἄμαφον ἐδήλοτ· σό σε ὑποςσέλλεςθαι, σὴν οἰκονομίαν ἐβεβαίοτ καὶ ἐπιςσοῦσο, ἵνα 
μήσε Παῦλορ ὁ Σαμοςασεὺρ ἔφῃ σι λέγειν, μήσε Μαπκίψν, καὶ οἱ σὰ ἐκείνψν νοςοῦνσερ. Διὰ σούσοτ σοίντν 
πάνσψν ἐμυπάσσει σὰ ςσόμασα. In Iohannem 48.1 PG 59.269. 
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Yet the strategy of Christ doing things according to his humanity is not purely a 
pedagogical technique to establish that very humanity, but also has an ethical element. As 
in the opening of homily 49: 
The things ―economised‖ by Christ in a human manner, he does not economise for 
this reason alone, that he might establish the Incarnation, but so that he might also 
instruct us towards virtue. For if he did all as God, whence would we be able to 
know, falling into undesired things, what we ought to do?178 
 
The comment is made by Chrysostom in conjunction with John 7:9ff. He has in mind the 
power of Christ to seemingly go about with impunity and quell the agitation of the crowds, 
which he refers to the divine power of the Son. Here, however, he goes in secret, in order to 
avoid creating such a tumult, which unlike the former action, is an act done in a ―human 
manner‖, and so subject to ethical imitation by his followers and Chrysostom‖s audience. 
 
A further reference to Jesus‖ miracles is found back in homily 47, “For this belongs to his 
Godhead, to bring the secret things into the open.”179 At the same point he mentions the 
incident of Nathanael under the fig tree in John 1. In both cases Jesus‖ knowledge is 
explicable, for Chrysostom, by reference to a characteristic of his Divinity. Miracles are 
attributable, by and large, to the Godhead. 
 
Further clear examples of partitive exegesis are found in homily 53: 
                                                                    
178 Τὰ ἀνθπψπίνψρ ὑπὸ σοῦ Χπιςσοῦ οἰκονομούμενα, οὐ διὰ σοῦσο μόνον οἰκονομεῖσαι, ἵνα σὴν ςάπκψςιν 
βεβαιώςησαι, ἀλλ‖ ἵνα καὶ ἟μᾶρ παιδεύςῃ ππὸρ ἀπεσήν. Εἰ γὰπ πάνσα ὡρ Θεὸρ ἔππασσε, πόθεν ἐδτνάμεθα ἟μεῖρ 
εἰδέναι, πεπιπίπσονσερ ἀβοτλήσοιρ, σί φπὴ ποιεῖν; In Iohannem 49.1 PG 59.273. I can think of no real English 
translation to express οἰκονομούμενα without losing the association with the technical sense of ―economy‖, so 
I have preserved the awkwardness in this translation. 
179 καὶ γὰπ σοῦσο σῆρ αὐσοῦ θεόσησορ, σὸ σὰ ἀπόῤῥησα υέπειν εἰρ μέςον In Iohannem 47.2 PG 59.264, 
commenting on John 6:61-62. 
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“And the Father is with me.” For, in order that they do not suppose, “Who sent me,” 
to be denotive of inferiority, he says, “is with me.” For the former is of the economy; 
the latter, of the Godhead.180 
This comment coming from John 8:29. Also, in homily 75, commenting on 14:20,  ἖ν ἐκείνῃ 
σῇ ἟μέπᾳ γνώςεςθε, ὅσι ἐγὼ ἐν σῷ Πασπὶ, καὶ ὑμεῖρ ἐν ἐμοὶ, καὶ ἐγὼ ἐν ὑμῖν, Chrysostom 
writes: 
When of the Father, it is of essence; but of them, the expression is of like-
mindedness and aid that is from God. “And how is this rationally”, one says to me, 
“said?” “How then is the opposite rational?” For great and very limitless is the 
chasm between Christ and the disciples.181 
Here Chrysostom utilises a form of partitive exegesis that does not distinguish the sense in 
which a phrase is applied to Christ, i.e. whether it properly refers to either his Human or 
Divine nature, but the identical expression applied first to Christ and then to the disciples. 
This aligns more broadly with his exegetical concern to interrogate the exact sense in 
which certain expressions and phrases are used and are to be understood. Its importance 
here is vital for Trinitarian debate. If the identical expression is to be understood 
identically in both the case of Jesus and of the disciples, then it will result in the substantial 
inferiority of the Son.182 
Note the grounds that Chrysostom provides for applying partitive exegesis to this 
statement. Against the prima facie case that it is improper or illogical to take an identical 
                                                                    
180 Καὶ μεσ‖ ἐμοῦ ἐςσιν ὁ Πασήπ. Ἵνα γὰπ, μὴ νομίςψςι σὸ, Ὁ πέμχαρ με, ἐλασσώςεψρ εἶναι, λέγει, Μεσ‖ ἐμοῦ 
ἐςσι. Τὸ μὲν γὰπ, σῆρ οἰκονομίαρ· σὸ δὲ, σῆρ θεόσησορ. In Iohannem 53.2 PG 59.294. 
181 ἖πὶ μὲν οὖν σοῦ Πασπὸρ, οὐςίαρ ἐςσίν· ἐπὶ δὲ αὐσῶν, ὁμονοίαρ καὶ βοηθείαρ σῆρ παπὰ σοῦ Θεοῦ σὸ 
εἰπημένον. Καὶ πῶρ ἔφει λόγον, εἰπέ μοι, υηςί; πῶρ μὲν οὖν σὸ ἐνανσίον ἔφει λόγον; πολὺ γὰπ σὸ μέςον καὶ 
ςυόδπα ἄπειπον σοῦ Χπιςσοῦ καὶ σῶν μαθησῶν. In Iohannem 75.2 PG 59.405. 
182 Theoretically one might use it to elevate the ontological status of the disciples, that being the diametrically 
opposite manoeuvre, but one that can justifiably be left aside. 
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expression, in the same context, to mean two different things, Chrysostom suggests that to 
insist that it be taken to signify the identical ontological reality is in fact the illogical move. 
Why? Because there already exists an ontological gap between Jesus and the disciples such 
that we understand the Son-in-Father expression to mean something different that the 
mutual indwelling relationship of the Son and the disciples. 
This can be paralleled elsewhere over debates about sonship, where Christ is Son by nature, 
whereas Christian believers are sons by adoption or by grace. In this way, partitive exegesis 
in some instances works to establish or uphold the Son‖s unique status of Divinity, and at 
other points of interpretation assumes the Son‖s Divinity in order to tease out the 
distinction between the Christ and his human followers. 
 
3.2 The Simplicity of God 
 
Homily 5 contains the first real exploration of simplicity in Chrysostom‖s series. 
But when you hear, “in him was Life”, do not suppose [him] composite; for going on 
further he says also of the Father, “Just as the Father has life in himself, thus he has 
given also to the Son to have life.”183 But just as you would not say, on this basis, that 
the Father is composite, so neither the Son. For even elsewhere he says, “God is 
Light”184; and again, “ he dwells in light unapproachable.”185 All these things are said, 
not that we might understand composition, but so that we might be led up little by 
little to the height of doctrines. For since not easily would someone of the many 
                                                                    
183 John 5:26. 
184 1 John 1:5. 
185 1 Tim 6:16. 
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conceive, how his life was Life enhupostatos186, first he spoke the humbler expression, 
and subsequently leads those instructed to the loftier [conception].187 
The occasion that elicits this comment is his long treatment of John 1:3. Indeed, 
Chrysostom spends a disproportionate four initial sermons introducing the series and 
working through John 1:1-2 in exacting detail, as befits his concern with ―exactitude‖. The 
opening of homily 5 includes considerable consideration of where to punctuate the Greek, 
with Chrysostom concluding against the modern consensus, on the basis that this is a 
reading with a heretical lineage and untenable theological conclusions.  
The logic of Chrysostom‖s argument deserves careful attention here. One could easily 
suppose from ―in him was Life‖ that Life was an indwelling component of the Son, even as 
some God-in-flesh Christologies might suppose. Chrysostom reads 1:3 against 5:26, with the 
ready argument that 5:26 speaks of God having life in himself. One would not conclude, 
Chrysostom presupposes, from this statement which is functionally identical to the ―in him 
was Life‖, that God had a composite nature, and Life was some component or part in it. The 
―just as...thus...‖ comparison of 5:26 differs from the identity of expression found in homily 
75 on John 14:20188, in that here a likeness of manner is adduced to the likeness of 
expression, so that the same thing applies in the same way. Thus, the Son ―has life‖, which is 
another way of approaching the ―in him was Life‖. Though this is not the place for 
Chrysostom‖s exploration of 5:26, we might well note that the Son has Life as an inalienable 
idioma, but it is derivative from the Father. 
                                                                    
186 Life impersonate (on analogy to in-carnate), that is the Christ . 
187 Ὅσαν δὲ ἀκούςῃρ, ὅσι ἖ν αὐσῷ ζψὴ ἦν, μὴ ςύνθεσον ὑπολάβῃρ· καὶ γὰπ πποωὼν καὶ πεπὶ σοῦ Πασπόρ υηςιν· 
Ὥςπεπ ὁ Πασὴπ ἔφει ζψὴν ἐν ἑατσῷ, οὕσψρ ἔδψκε καὶ σῷ Υἱῷ ζψὴν ἔφειν. Ἀλλ‖ ὥςπεπ σὸν Πασέπα οὐκ ἂν 
εἴποιρ διὰ σοῦσο ςτγκεῖςθαι, οὕσψ μηδὲ σὸν Υἱόν. Καὶ γὰπ καὶ ἀλλαφοῦ υηςιν, ὅσι Φῶρ ἐςσιν ὁ Θεόρ· καὶ πάλιν, 
ὅσι Φῶρ οἰκεῖ ἀππόςισον. Ταῦσα δὲ πάνσα εἴπησαι, οὐφ ἵνα ςύνθεςιν ὑπολάβψμεν, ἀλλ‖ ἵνα κασὰ μικπὸν 
ἀναφθῶμεν ππὸρ σὸ σῶν δογμάσψν ὕχορ. ἖πειδὴ γὰπ οὐκ ἂν εὐκόλψρ ἐνόηςέ σιρ σῶν πολλῶν, πῶρ ἐςσιν 
αὐσοῦ ἐντπόςσασορ ἟ ζψὴ, ππόσεπον μὲν ἐκεῖνο εἶπε σὸ σαπεινόσεπον, ἔπεισα δὲ παιδετθένσαρ ππὸρ σὸ 
ὑχηλόσεπον ἄγει. In Iohannem 5.3 PG 59.57. 
188 Vide supra. 
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Chrysostom‖s logic is tight: if 5:26 gives no cause for rejecting the simplicity of God the 
Father (the uncontested proposition), then neither does 1:3 give grounds for rejecting the 
Son‖s simplicity. A similar argument is then brought forward with reference to 1 John 1:5 
and 1 Timothy 6:16, before Chrysostom gives his typical explanation for the manner of 
expression here. It involves condescension to infirmity of understanding, in order to avoid 
misunderstanding, matched elsewhere by a ―leading up‖ to a loftier doctrine.  
Before leaving this passage it is worth commenting on the slightly unusual ἐντπόςσασορ. 
The expression is used only here in In Iohannem. The sense is best rendered with some 
reference to emerging theological jargonisation of ὑπόςσαςιρ, though we are still a long 
way from a 5th century development of ἐντπόςσαςιρ and ἀντπόςσαςιρ. It might best be 
understood here along lines similar to incarnate or en-anthropic. In Christ the Divine Life, 
Life in itself, has become hypostatised, in the person of the incarnate Son. 
 
Homily 30 contains a number of comments that pertain directly and indirectly to 
simplicity. 
What is this which he says, “God gives the Spirit without measure”? He wishes to 
show that we all received the activity of the Spirit by measure; for ―Spirit‖ in this 
passage signifies the activity; for this it is that is divided; but he [Jesus] has the 
entire activity unmeasured and whole. If his [the Spirit‖s] activity be unmeasured, 
much more the Essence. Do you see that the Spirit also is infinite? The one therefore 
having received the activity of the Spirit, the one knowing the things of God, the 
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one saying, “What we have heard, we speak, and what we have seen, we attest”,189 
how might this one be justly suspected?190 
 
In this comment on John 3:34, Chrysostom applies something of his own careful rhetorical 
questioning, as he writes but a little later, ―These things I say, so that we might not simply 
pass by the things contained in the Scriptures, but both the object of the speaker, and the 
infirmity of the listeners, and many other things in them we might examine closely.‖191 
Firstly, Chrysostom considers these verses to be part of the John the Baptist‖s continued 
discourse, not a return to the narrator's voice, as can be seen in his comments directly 
upon v33, ―Here he fastens upon his own disciples‖.192 Secondly, Chrysostom understands 
the clause under consideration to speak with reference to the Christ, since 34a refers to the 
Christ. Yet, the language of ―measure‖ and ―give‖ is itself an accommodation or 
condescension to their understanding of the Christ as man. This leads to the contrast that 
Chrysostom puts before his audience, ―that we all receive the activity of the Spirit by 
measure‖, but Christ receives it unmeasured.  
 
Note the prior assumption by Chrysostom that it is the activity (ἐνέπγεια) that is divided, 
because the Spirit himself cannot be divided. And yet this assumption is transformed into a 
conclusion of Chrysostom‖s logic. If Christ has the Spirit‖s activity unmeasured (which the 
text states), and the Spirit‖s activity (absolute) is unmeasured, and if the activity be 
                                                                    
189 John 3:11. 
190 Τί δέ ἐςσιν ὅ υηςιν, Οὐκ ἐκ μέσποτ δίδψςιν ὁ Θεὸρ σὸ Πνεῦμα; Θέλει δεῖξαι, ὅσι πάνσερ ἟μεῖρ μέσπῳ σὴν σοῦ 
Πνεύμασορ ἐνέπγειαν ἐλάβομεν· Πνεῦμα γὰπ ἐνσαῦθα σὴν ἐνέπγειαν λέγει· αὕση γάπ ἐςσιν ἟ μεπιζομένη· οὗσορ 
δὲ ἀμέσπησον ἔφει καὶ ὁλόκληπον πᾶςαν σὴν ἐνέπγειαν. Εἰ δὲ ἟ ἐνέπγεια αὐσοῦ ἀμέσπησορ, πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἟ 
οὐςία Ὁπᾷρ καὶ σὸ Πνεῦμα ἄπειπον; Ὁ σοίντν πᾶςαν σοῦ Πνεύμασορ δεξάμενορ σὴν ἐνέπγειαν, ὁ σὰ σοῦ Θεοῦ 
εἰδὼρ, ὁ λέγψν, Ὃ ἞κούςαμεν, λαλοῦμεν, καὶ ὃ ἑψπάκαμεν, μαπστποῦμεν, πῶρ ἂν εἴη δίκαιορ ὑποπσεύεςθαι; In 
Iohannem 30.2 PG 59.174. I have taken δίκαιορ to be corrected to δικαίψρ, either textually, or in sense. 
191 Ταῦσα δὲ λέγψ, ἵνα μὴ ἁπλῶρ σὰ ἐν σαῖρ Γπαυαῖρ κείμενα παπασπέφψμεν, ἀλλὰ καὶ σὸν ςκοπὸν σοῦ 
λέγονσορ, καὶ σὴν ἀςθένειαν σῶν ἀκποασῶν, καὶ πολλὰ ἕσεπα σὰ ἐν αὐσαῖρ κασαμανθάνψμεν. In Iohannem 30.2 
PG 59.174. 
192 ἖νσαῦθα καὶ σῶν ἰδίψν καθάπσεσαι μαθησῶν In Iohannem 30.2 PG 59.173. 
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unmeasured, then the essence likewise; and finally, what is unmeasured except what is 
infinite or limitless. In this way Chrysostom equates that which is unmeasurable not to 
abundance and infinitude as magnitude, as we might be inclined, but to raw simplicity: God 
is one, and as such the essence cannot be divided. It only makes theological sense then to 
speak of receiving the activity of the Spirit as ―measured‖. Here again we see how a doctrine 
of simplicity both informs exegesis and arises out of it, in a manner we might sometimes 
find circular. 
 
 
Homily 32 contains a very explicit and related comment on simplicity. Chrysostom opens 
his homily with these words: 
 
The Scripture calls the grace of the Spirit sometimes “fire”, sometimes “water”, 
showing that these names are not indicative of essence, but of activity. For the 
Spirit is not composed of differing substances, being both invisible and simple.193 
 
The doctrine of simplicity is again an axiom here, paired with the Spirit‖s invisibility, this 
too being an attribute of God (cf. John 1:18, to begin with). So the Spirit being both invisible 
and simple, cannot be composite, and therefore this theological principle must play into 
how we understand terms such as ―fire‖ and ―water‖ when used of the Spirit, as with similar 
figures elsewhere for the Christ (Bread, Door, etc.). Chrysostom‖s point feeds into a larger 
anti-Eunomian position, but his argument here is that since such diverse names cannot be 
descriptive of essence, for then the essence would have to be composite of such things as 
                                                                    
193 Τοῦ Πνεύμασορ σὴν φάπιν ἟ Γπαυὴ ποσὲ μὲν πῦπ, ποσὲ δὲ ὕδψπ καλεῖ, δεικνῦςα ὅσι οὐκ οὐςίαρ ἐςσὶ σαῦσα 
παπαςσασικὰ σὰ ὀνόμασα, ἀλλ‖ ἐνεπγείαρ. Οὐδὲ γὰπ ἐκ διαυόπψν ςτνέςσηκεν οὐςιῶν σὸ Πνεῦμα, ἀόπασόν σε 
καὶ μονοειδὲρ ὄν. In Iohannem 32.1 PG 59.183. 
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―fire‖ and ―water‖, they must be understood as indicative of activity. And as Chrysostom 
shortly goes on, they fittingly speak of the Spirit‖s work: fire indicative of the rousing 
power of grace and destruction of sin, water signifying cleansing and refreshment. The 
contrast between activity and essence in both this passage and the former, demonstrates 
how such a distinction allows for theological exactness, in preserving God‖s simplicity (and 
thus by implication the divinity of the Son), while admitting diversity of ascription in 
language, by careful consideration of the referents. 
 
 
These three examples demonstrate that the doctrine of simplicity is certainly part of 
Chrysostom‖s theological approach. All three show Chrysostom treating God‖s simplicity as 
a presupposition, which he then employs in his exegesis of the text of the Gospel. Yet, these 
are the most striking examples of the doctrine‖s deployment in the homily series. One 
might therefore conclude that it is not a widespread and dominant methodological move 
on Chrysostom‖s part, but rather a piece of his doctrinal grounding which is brought to 
bear when the text and Chrysostom‖s point warrants it. 
 
3.3 The Doctrine of Inseparable operations 
 
The doctrines of simplicity and inseparable operations are linked by Ayres in his 
presentation of them as part of the pro-Nicene strategy of speaking of the unity of God.194 
Chrysostom is far more explicit in deploying the doctrine of inseparable operations than 
that of simplicity, but the two are certainly intertwined in his understanding of the unity of 
                                                                    
194 Ayres, Nicaea and its legacy, 280-2; 286-8. 
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God. So, in the passage from homily 30 presented above in 3.2, the doctrine is not far from 
the forefront, as when Chrysostom say, ―but he [Jesus] has the entire activity unmeasured 
and whole‖.195 The Christ, unlike the disciples, has the entire activity of the Spirit 
―unmeasured‖, meaning undivided or not portioned out, reflecting that all three persons of 
the Godhead share entirely in their operations or activity. 
 
Unsurprisingly, a fuller treatment comes when Chrysostom addresses John 5. Following on 
from verses 16-17, he says: 
But when [there is need of a defence] concerning himself, he flew to the Father, 
showing the equality-of-honour by two means, by calling him Father uniquely, and 
by doing the same things as Him.196 
 
 
The contrast that introduces this statement is with the circumstance in Matthew 12, where 
Jesus defends his disciples for Sabbath-breaking by a different means. Thus the situation 
here differs from that one, in that it is Jesus himself who is under attack. His defence is a 
flight to or taking refuge in the Father, and by two methods. The first highlights the unique 
relationship between the Christ as the only-begotten Son of the Father, in comparison to 
the received relationship of sonship, adoption, which believers obtain through Christ. This 
Chrysostom expresses with his use of the word ἰδιαζόνσψρ, signifying that idiomatic or 
peculiar characteristic of the Logos in his relationship to his Father 
 
                                                                    
195 οὗσορ δὲ ἀμέσπησον ἔφει καὶ ὁλόκληπον πᾶςαν σὴν ἐνέπγειαν In Iohannem 30.2 PG 59.174. 
196 Ὅσε δὲ πεπὶ ἑατσοῦ, ἐπὶ σὸν Πασέπα κασέυτγεν,ἑκασέπψθεν σὸ ὁμόσιμον δεικνὺρ, σῷ σε Πασέπα εἰπεῖν 
ἰδιαζόνσψρ, καὶ σῷ σὰ αὐσὰ ππάσσειν ἐκείνῳ. In Iohannem 38.2 PG 59.214 
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The second means of defence reads very much as an entry into the language of inseparable 
operations. At first glance, one might suppose that it admits only that the Christ is equal in 
status or dignity with the Father, a second God if you will. Indeed, Chrysostom‖s line of 
argument depends, at least for a time, upon only equality of dignity. He states, ―If he were 
not the genuine Son and of the same essence, the defence would be worse than the 
accusation.‖197 This is followed by a brief illustration of a Viceroy (σιρ ὕπαπφορ) altering 
royal laws on the basis of the King‖s prior doing of the same. Only equality of dignity or 
honour will suffice to clear the charge. One who performs the prerogatives of God who is 
less than God only increases their guilt. Note that, although the illustration proceeds along 
the equality of dignity, the proviso contains both the adjective ―genuine‖ (γνήςιορ), which 
at least by this stage is a loaded ontological term referring back to the unique relationship 
of the only-begotten eternal Son to the Father, as well as ―of the same essence‖ (σῆρ αὐσῆρ 
οὐςίαρ) which is enough to sustain Chrysostom against any suspicion that by equality of 
honour he leaves open the possibility of ditheism. Nothing could be further from his 
thought. Rather, simplicity works along with inseparable operations to conclude that one 
who is equal in dignity with God, and does the same things as God, must be one with God, 
because God is one and simple. Thus Jesus‖ self-defence is a provocative assertion of both 
his equality and union with God the Father. 
 
In considering the flow of argumentation in this homily, it is worth looking at how 
Chrysostom handles verse 18. He notes that ―those not willing to receive these things with 
right-comprehension say that Christ did not make himself equal to God, but that the Jews 
                                                                    
197 Εἰ δὲ μὴ γνήςιορ ἦν Υἱὸρ καὶ σῆρ αὐσῆρ οὐςίαρ, ἟ ἀπολογία κασηγοπίαρ μείζψν ἐςσίν. In Iohannem 38.2 PG 
59.214. 
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conjectured this.‖198 The line of argument from Chrysostom‖s absent opponents is 
predictable: it is all a misunderstanding. Jesus did not claim equality, but they wrongly 
suspected that he did, and therefore (the line of logic runs), Jesus is not equal to the Father 
but we too wrongly understand him on this point. 
 
Chrysostom‖s response is instructive. Firstly, he notes a chain of true and real facts: the 
Jews persecuted him, for this [the Sabbath incident of John 5], he did in fact break the 
Sabbath, and he did call God his Father, which all adds up to a claim to be equal to God. 
 
Secondly, Chrysostom notes the exactness of expression: 
  
For “My father works, and I work,” is of one declaring himself equal to God. For he 
did not show any difference in these words. For he did not say, “He works, but I 
minister”; but, “Just as He works, in the same manner I also.” And this demonstrates 
strong equality.199 
 
This quotation illustrates another typical feature of Chrysostom‖s reasoning, in two facets. 
Chrysostom regularly points to the exactness of an expression, by stating what Christ ―did 
not say‖, by means of contrast. This is commonly paired with the declaration that if Christ 
had wanted to avoid the misunderstanding being charged, he would certainly have done so. 
Thus, here, the pairing of ἐπγάζεσαι with ἐπγάζομαι supports Chrysostom‖s claim that Jesus 
himself is asserting equality with God, since it would have been trivially easy to correct the 
Jews of the assumption of equality, if in fact that was not what Jesus had intended. 
                                                                    
198 οἱ μὴ βοτλόμενοι μεσ‖ εὐγνψμοςύνηρ σαῦσα δέφεςθαι, υαςὶν, ὅσι οὐφ ὁ Χπιςσὸρ ἐποίει ἑατσὸν ἴςον σῷ Θεῷ, 
ἀλλ‖ οἱ Ἰοτδαῖοι σοῦσο ὑπώπσετον. In Iohannem 38.3 PG 59.215. 
199 Τὸ γὰπ, Ὁ Πασήπ μοτ ἐπγάζεσαι, κἀγὼ ἐπγάζομαι, ἴςον ἐςσὶν ἑατσὸν δεικνύνσορ σῷ Θεῷ. Οὐ γὰπ δείκντ ἐν 
σούσοιρ οὐδεμίαν διαυοπάν. Οὐ γὰπ εἶπεν, ἖κεῖνορ μὲν ἐπγάζεσαι, ἐγὼ δὲ ὑποτπγῶ· ἀλλ‖, Ὥςπεπ ἐκεῖνορ 
ἐπγάζεσαι, οὕσψ καὶ ἐγώ. Καὶ ἰςόσησα πολλὴν ἐπεδείξασο. In Iohannem 38.3 PG 59.215. 
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Chrysostom goes further, and says that even if Jesus had not corrected such a 
misunderstanding, John the Evangelist certainly would have (as he clarifies in John 2:19). 
The exactness of expression here rests upon the inseparability of operations, since they are 
in fact the same works that Father and Son alike perform. 
 
Just as John 5 continues with Jesus‖ extensive discourse on the relation of the Father and 
Son in works, so Chrysostom continues to comment with the application of inseparability 
of operations. Verse 19 gives the antilocutors the chance to diminish the Son, as taking 
away his equality with God. Yet Chrysostom gives careful attention to what this expression 
could mean. Since elsewhere Christ acts with remarkable power, it must mean:  
 
The expression “he can do nothing from himself” is nothing other than that he does 
nothing contrary to the Father, nothing strange, nothing alien, which especially 
belongs to one demonstrating equality and strong concordance.200 
 
This ―inability‖ or weakness Chrysostom links to God‖s inability or impossibility to do what 
is contrary to his nature, citing Hebrews 6:18 and 2 Timothy 2:12-13, so that this deficiency 
is in fact a demonstration of immense power. A little later on Chrysostom says: 
 
For you say that this expression removes his power, and his befitting authority, and 
shows this strength to be weak; but I say that it shows his equality, and invariation, 
and this reveals that all occurs as of one will and authority and strength.201 
                                                                    
200 Οὐδὲν οὖν ἄλλο ἐςσὶ σὸ, Ἀυ‖ ἑατσοῦ οὐ δύνασαι ποιεῖν οὐδὲν, ἠ ὅσι οὐδὲν ἐνανσίον σῷ Πασπὶ, οὐδὲν 
ἀλλόσπιον, οὐδὲν ξένον, ὃ μάλιςσα σὴν ἰςόσησα ἐνδεικντμένοτ καὶ σὴν πολλὴν ςτμυψνίαν ἐςσί. In Iohannem 
38.4 PG 59.216. 
201 Σὺ μὲν γὰπ υῂρ σὴν ἐξοτςίαν ἀναιπεῖν σὸ ῥῆμα, καὶ σὴν πποςήκοτςαν αὐθενσίαν αὐσοῦ, καὶ σὴν δύναμιν 
ἀςθενῆ δεικνύναι· ἐγὼ δὲ λέγψ ὅσι σὴν ἰςόσησα, καὶ σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον, καὶ σὸ ὡςανεὶ ἐκ μιᾶρ γνώμηρ καὶ 
ἐξοτςίαρ καὶ δτνάμεψρ γινόμενον ἐμυαίνει σοῦσο. In Iohannem 38.4 PG 59.217. 
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―Invariation‖ (ἀπαπάλλακσον) we will return to later in thinking about terminology, but it is 
certainly part of Chrysostom‖s vocabulary of divine unity. It is the last expression of this 
passage which bears directly upon inseparable operations, that ―all occurs‖, or is done, is ―as 
of one will and authority and strength‖. If indeed all that the Christ does is the same that 
the Father does, and those things are done of one Will, and Authority, and Strength, whose 
Will, Authority, and Strength will it be, except God alone as Father and [eternal] Son. 
 
John 5 is obviously a long and key passage in Trinitarian thought and debate, but it is not 
the only place that Chrysostom refers to the doctrine of inseparable operations. In homily 
54, commenting on John 8:36, he says: 
  
Do you see the consubstantiality with the Father, and how he shows that he has the 
very same power as Him?202 
 
He links the Son‖s authority or power to make them ―truly free‖, to consubstantiality (σὸ 
ὁμοούςιον). A citation from Romans 8:33-34 shows the logic, “It is God who justifies. Who is 
it that condemns?” For Chrysostom, the slavery he has in mind is slavery to sin, and only 
the one free from sin has the power to free from sin. Romans 8 supports the contention 
that God alone has that power, while in John 8:36 Christ himself declares that as the Son he 
has the same power. The two, having the same power that belongs to God alone, are thus 
consubstantial. The choice of terminology here is by no means chance. 
 
A further example is found in homily 56, addressing John 9:4. The text in the UBS4 reads: 
                                                                    
202 Εἶδερ σὸ ὁμοούςιον σὸ ππὸρ σὸν Πασέπα, καὶ πῶρ δείκντςι σὴν αὐσὴν ἔφονσα αὐσὸν ἐξοτςίαν ἐκείνῳ; In 
Iohannem 54.2 PG 59.298. 
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἟μᾶρ δεῖ ἐπγάζεςθαι σὰ ἔπγα σοῦ πέμχανσόρ με ἕψρ ἟μέπα ἐςσίν· ἔπφεσαι νὺξ ὅσε 
οὐδεὶρ δύνασαι ἐπγάζεςθαι.203 
 
But Chrysostom has a variant: 
  
἖μὲ δεῖ ἐπγάζεςθαι σὰ ἔπγα σοῦ πέμχανσόρ με204 
 
To which he adds the following: 
 
This is, “it is necessary that I manifest myself, and do those things able to show me 
to be doing the same things as the Father”, not like things, but the same, which 
pertains to very great invariance, and which is spoken in the case of those varying 
not even a little. Who then will face him finally, seeing him capable of the same 
things as the Father? 205 
 
He then explains the healing of the blind man involves not only the restoration of material 
eye-matter, but enlivening it to see in a way that matches the ensouling and enervating of 
the body with life. The argument from the healing then runs, that as God gives life to the 
members of the body, so too here the Christ gives life to the member of the body, the eyes, 
that they might see, and so performs a work that is not only similar to the Father‖s works, 
but is properly the prerogative of God alone. This fulfils the necessity of the Christ‖s works 
being manifestly the same, not merely similar, to the Father‖s, ―which pertains to very great 
                                                                    
203 UBS4; The support for this reading is not overwhelming.  
204 In Iohannem 56.2 PG 59.308. 
205 σοτσέςσιν, ἖μὲ δεῖ υανεπῶςαι ἐματσὸν, καὶ ποιῆςαι σὰ δτνάμενά με δεῖξαι σὰ αὐσὰ σῷ Πασπὶ ποιοῦνσα, οὐ 
σοιαῦσα, ἀλλὰ σὰ αὐσὰ, ὃ μείζονόρ ἐςσιν ἀπαπαλλαξίαρ, καὶ ὅπεπ ἐπὶ σῶν οὐδὲ κασὰ μικπὸν διεςσηκόσψν 
λέγεσαι. Τίρ οὖν ἀνσιβλέχει λοιπὸν, ὁπῶν αὐσὸν σὰ αὐσὰ δτνάμενον σῷ Πασπί; In Iohannem 56.2 PG 59.308. 
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invariance‖, a turn of phrase that Chrysostom uses for the unity of the Godhead. Again, we 
see the doctrine of inseparable operations undergirding Chrysostom‖s account of unity in 
God. 
 
A further example comes in homily 61. 
 
“What then? If through the power of the Father no-one snatches them away, are 
you not strong, but weak in respect of guarding?” In no way. And so that you might 
learn that “The Father who gave them to me” is said on their account, so that they 
might not again call him anti-God: he said, “No-one snatches them from my hand”, 
and going on he showed his hand and the Father‖s to be one206.  For if this were not 
the case, it would have been logical to say, “The Father, who gave [them] to me, is 
greater than all, and no-one is able to snatch them from my hand”. But he did not 
speak thus, but instead, “out of my Father‖s hand”. Then, so that you might not 
think that he is weak, but through the power of the Father the sheep are in surety, 
he added, “I and the Father are One”. It is as if he said, “I said that no-one snatches 
them, not on account of the Father, as though I guarded the sheep as a weakling. For 
“I and the Father are One”, speaking here according to his power; for his entire 
discourse was concerning this point. For if the Power is the same, it is clear that the 
Essence is also.207 
                                                                    
206 οὖςαν here used of the identity of the ―hand‖, not in an absolute sense. 
207 Τί οὖν; εἰ διὰ σὴν δύναμιν σοῦ Πασπὸρ οὐδεὶρ ἁππάζει, ςὺ δὲ οὐκ ἰςφύειρ, ἀλλ‖ ἀςθενὴρ εἶ ππὸρ σὴν υτλακήν; 
Οὐδαμῶρ. Καὶ ἵνα μάθῃρ ὅσι σὸ, Ὁ Πασὴπ, ὃρ ἔδψκέ μοι, δι‖ ἐκείνοτρ εἴπησαι, ἵνα μὴ πάλιν αὐσὸν ἀνσίθεον  
εἴπψςιν· εἰπὼν, ὅσι Οὐδεὶρ ἁππάζει αὐσὰ ἐκ σῆρ φειπόρ μοτ, πποωὼν ἔδειξε σὴν αὐσοῦ φεῖπα καὶ σοῦ Πασπὸρ μίαν 
οὖςαν. Εἰ γὰπ μὴ σοῦσο, ἀκόλοτθον ἦν εἰπεῖν, ὅσι Ὁ Πασὴπ, ὃρ ἔδψκέ μοι, μείζψν πάνσψν ἐςσὶ, καὶ οὐδεὶρ 
δύνασαι ἁππάζειν αὐσὰ ἐκ σῆρ φειπόρ μοτ. Ἀλλ‖ οὐκ εἶπεν οὕσψρ, ἀλλ‖ ἖κ σῆρ φειπὸρ σοῦ Πασπόρ μοτ. Εἶσα, ἵνα 
μὴ νομίςῃρ, ὅσι αὐσὸρ μέν ἐςσιν ἀςθενὴρ, διὰ δὲ σὴν σοῦ Πασπὸρ δύναμιν ἐν ἀςυαλείᾳ σὰ ππόβασά ἐςσιν, 
ἐπήγαγεν· ἖γὼ καὶ ὁ Πασὴπ ἕν ἐςμεν· ὡςανεὶ ἔλεγεν, Οὐ διὰ σοῦσο εἶπον, ὅσι διὰ σὸν Πασέπα οὐδεὶρ αὐσὰ 
ἁππάζει, ὡρ αὐσὸρ ἀςθενῶν σηπῆςαι σὰ ππόβασα. ἖γὼ γὰπ καὶ ὁ Πασὴπ ἕν ἐςμεν· κασὰ σὴν δύναμιν ἐνσαῦθα 
λέγψν· καὶ γὰπ πεπὶ σαύσηρ ἦν ὁ λόγορ ἅπαρ αὐσῷ. Εἰ δὲ ἟ δύναμιρ ἟ αὐσὴ, εὔδηλον ὅσι καὶ ἟ οὐςία. In 
Iohannem 61.2 PG 59.338. 
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The text under consideration is the critical passage of John 10:27-30. The extract starts off 
with Chrysostom‖s imaginary interlocutor objecting to the fact that it is the power of the 
Father who maintains the believers‖ surety. Doesn‖t this imply that the Christ is weak, that 
he must rely upon the God the Father‖s power to safeguard them? Chrysostom understands 
the language of ―The Father who gave them to me‖ as a condescension to their limited 
theological insight, as everywhere Jesus‖ comments that seem to represent some inferiority 
to the Father, are framed by an apologetic concern: to persuade Jesus‖ Jewish opponents 
that he is not opposed to God in any way. Yet the collocation of verse 28 ―out of my hand‖, 
and verse 29 ―out of the Father‖s hand‖ is evidence to Chrysostom that Jesus is aligning the 
Father‖s work with his own. Note the technique again, in providing what the Christ would 
have said, if he had meant something different: verse 28 would have referred instead to the 
Son‖s hand, thus removing any reference to the Father‖s hand, and implying that the 
Father‖s power kept believers within the Son‖s grasp and surety. Instead, Jesus makes the 
explicit identification between his hand and the Father‖s hand, sealing it with verse 30. This 
removes all notion of the Son‖s inferiority in respect to power. Chrysostom‖s final 
statement in this section is very revealing, ―speaking here according to his power; for his 
entire discourse was concerning this point.‖ That is to say, Jesus‖ discourse revolves around 
the distinction and identity of the Power of God, because it is only concerning the power 
that such a conversation could even arise. The language of the Father‖s hand and the Son‖s 
hand must be about power and operations, not about essence, due to the nature of the 
figure being employed. So when he comes to the final and climactic clause, “I and the 
Father are One” Chrysostom appears to back away from interpreting the unity of the 
Godhead as being the primary referent, but rather the unity according to works, which 
necessarily entails the unity of being.  
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A similar point is raised in homily 64.1, which reflects on why Jesus utters the prayer in 
John 11:41-42. Chrysostom again reverts to the argument that if Christ were inferior, he 
certainly would have corrected any supposition that he was equal, but he does rather the 
opposite, and affirms the equality. Chrysostom in that passage cites a string of verses, John 
10:37, 10:30, 14:9, 5:21, 5:23, 5:19, 11:25, 8:12, before ending with 10:33 and the comment, 
―from the equality of the works he establishes the matter.‖208 
 
From the above it should be clear that the doctrine of inseparable operations provides a 
part of Chrysostom‖s theological schema, and so also fulfils a hermeneutical role in his 
interpretation and thus preaching of John‖s Gospel. At key points, not least 10:30, 
Chrysostom resorts to the doctrine to understand the text, where at other points such as in 
the discussion of John 5 and 8, the doctrine upholds the Christ‖s proof of his claim to 
divinity, and given the fourth century context not only ―divinity‖, but a divinity that is very 
unity with the Father. 
 
3.4 Post-Constantinople Nicene Terminology 
 
In this section I list and consider the presence of terminology that might be considered 
pro-Nicene, or Pro-Constantinople in light of the creed of 381.  
[σὸν τἱὸν σοῦ θεοῦ] σὸν μονογενῆ  
 
                                                                    
208 ἀπὸ σῆρ σῶν ἔπγψν ἰςόσησορ αὐσὸ ἔςσηςε. In Iohannem 64.1 PG 59.356. 
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The term ―only-begotten‖ is fraught with a particular problem in considering homilies on 
John‖s Gospel, given the Evangelist‖s own use of the term in 1:14209, 1:18210, 3:16211, and 
3:18212. It cannot thus be considered unusual to find the language of the only-begotten Son 
in Chrysostom‖s homilies. Nonetheless, the phrase occurs in the following contexts: 
Homily 2: 
Because the former was manifest to all, even if not as Father, but as God; but the 
Only-Begotten was unknown213 
 
For since he was about to teach that this Logos is the only-begotten Son of God, so 
that no one might suppose the generation to be passible, giving the appellation  of 
the Logos, he removes every wicked supposition, showing that the Son is of him [i.e. 
the Father], and this impassibly.214 
 
These two quotations from homily 2, which is still very introductory and has yet to move 
beyond John 1:1, fit into a context where Chrysostom‖s language about the Trinity is not 
conditioned solely by John‖s use of μονογενήρ, but informed by a broader understanding of 
the term. This is seen in the first quotation above, which explains why the Evangelist is 
beginning with a discussion of the Son, since the former (God the Father) was known, the 
Evangelist proceeds immediately in his discourse to speak of the Son. 
                                                                    
209 ...καὶ ἐθεαςάμεθα σὴν δόξαν αὐσοῦ, δόξαν ὡρ μονογενοῦρ παπὰ πασπόρ… Jn 1:14 
210 Θεὸν οὐδεὶρ ἑώπακεν πώποσε· μονογενὴρ θεὸρ ὁ ὢν εἰρ σὸν κόλπον σοῦ πασπὸρ ἐκεῖνορ ἐξηγήςασο. Jn 1:18 
211 οὕσψρ γὰπ ἞γάπηςεν ὁ θεὸρ σὸν κόςμον, ὥςσε σὸν τἱὸν σὸν μονογενῆ ἔδψκεν. Jn 3:16 
212 ὅσι μὴ πεπίςσετκεν εἰρ σὸ ὄνομα σοῦ μονογενοῦρ τἱοῦ σοῦ θεοῦ. Jn 3:18 
213 Ὅσι ἐκεῖνορ μὲν δῆλορ ἅπαςιν ἦν, εἰ καὶ μὴ ὡρ Πασὴπ, ἀλλ‖ ὡρ Θεόρ· ὁ δὲ Μονογενὴρ ἞γνοεῖσο In Iohannem 
2.4 PG 59.32. 
214 ἖πειδὴ γὰπ μέλλει διδάςκειν, ὅσι οὗσορ ὁ Λόγορ μονογενήρ ἐςσιν Υἱὸρ σοῦ Θεοῦ, ἵνα μὴ παθησὴν ὑπολάβοι 
σιρ σὴν γέννηςιν, ππολαβὼν σῇ σοῦ Λόγοτ πποςηγοπίᾳ, πᾶςαν ἀναιπεῖ σὴν πονηπὰν ὑποχίαν, σό σε ἐξ αὐσοῦ 
σὸν Υἱὸν εἶναι δηλῶν, καὶ σὸ ἀπαθῶρ. In Iohannem 2.4 PG 59.34. 
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The second quotation also demonstrates how Chrysostom is guided by a pre-existing 
framework. The initial appellation of the Logos is a pre-emptive theological move by the 
Evangelist to reject passible notions of generation, even before he introduces the language 
of generation with the term μονογενήρ. 
The term also appears in homily 3.2, 3.4.215 
 
Then in homily 4.1 we get the following: 
So that you might not, hearing “The Logos was in the beginning”, think that he was 
eternal, but suppose the life of the Father to be older by some interval and greater 
age, and give some beginning to the Only-Begotten, he adds “He was in the 
beginning with God”, thus eternal, as the Father himself; for he was not at any time 
bereft of the Logos, but always God was with God, however in their proper Person.216 
Chrysostom is painstakingly careful to read the three clauses of John 1:1 alongside each 
other, as well as John 1:2. In each case he argues that the Evangelist established a point, and 
clarifies it and adds to it with the additional clauses, thus pre-emptively offering an 
apology against future Trinitarian heresies. Thus the paralleling of ―in the beginning‖ in the 
case firstly of the Logos, then of God, defuses any possible suggestion that the Logos was 
beyond-time begotten, yet still with some kind of interval between his generation and the 
unbegottenness of the Father. 
The term appears a couple more times in 4.2, nowhere more delightfully than towards the 
end of the section, where Chrysostom admits that such reasonings are difficult for the 
                                                                    
215 PG 59.39, PG 59.42. 
216 Ἵνα γὰπ μὴ, ἀκούςαρ ὅσι ἖ν ἀπφῇ ἦν ὁ Λόγορ, ἀΐδιον μὲν νομίςῃρ, ππεςβτσέπαν δὲ διαςσήμασί σινι σοῦ 
Πασπὸρ σὴν ζψὴν ὑποπσεύςῃρ καὶ αἰῶνι πλείονι, καὶ σῷ Μονογενεῖ δῷρ ἀπφὴν, ἐπήγαγε σὸ, ὅσι ἖ν ἀπφῇ ππὸρ 
σὸν Θεὸν ἦν, οὕσψρ ἀΐδιορ, ὡρ αὐσὸρ ὁ Πασήπ· οὐ γὰπ ἦν ἔπημορ οὐδέποσε σοῦ Λόγοτ, ἀλλ‖ ἀεὶ Θεὸρ ππὸρ Θεὸν 
ἦν, ἐν ὑποςσάςει μένσοι ἰδίᾳ. In Iohannem 4.2 PG 59.47. 
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majority of his audience to follow, but then cites Isaiah 43:10, and forces the dilemma upon 
his invisible opponents: to deny that the Son has any existence or being, or else to embrace 
the orthodox doctrine.217 
In homily 6 it appears as part of the concluding doxology218, in homily 7 as part of the 
expression, ―they fell from the sound faith concerning the Only-Begotten‖219, twice in 
homily 8, once in homily 10 as ―the only-begotten Son of God‖220, then numerous times in 
homily 12, which treats John 1:14 explicitly. Again in homily 14221, then 15 which treats 
John 1:18. 
 
 
Outside the strictly textual uses in homily 15 are these words: 
  
So that you might not suppose him to be one of those sons who became so by grace, 
on account of the commonality of the name, he first attaches the article, separating 
him from those sons according to grace. But if this does not please you, but you yet 
look below222, hear a name more absolute than this, “Only-Begotten”.223 
 
In the flow of John 1, the adoption of believers as sons is an important concept, given the 
Evangelist‖s broader presentation of sonship. Chrysostom picks this up in his treatment of 
                                                                    
217 Ἔμπροσθέν μου οὐκ ἐγένετο ἄλλος Θεὸς, καὶ μετ’ ἐμὲ οὐκ ἔστιν; [Isa 43:10 LXX] Εἰ γὰπ νεώσεπορ σοῦ Πασπὸρ ὁ 
Υἱὸρ, πῶρ υηςι, Μεσ‖ ἐμὲ οὐκ ἔςσιν; Ἆπα οὖν ἀναιπήςεσε καὶ αὐσοῦ σοῦ Μονογενοῦρ σὴν οὐςίαν; Ἀνάγκη γὰπ ἠ 
σοῦσο σολμᾷν, ἠ μίαν παπαδέξαςθαι σὴν θεόσησα ἐν ἰδίᾳ ὑποςσάςει Πασπὸρ καὶ Υἱοῦ. In Iohannem 4.2 PG 59.48. 
218 ᾧ ἟ δόξα ἅμα σῷ μονογενεῖ Υἱῷ In Iohannem 6.3 PG 59.62. 
219 καὶ σῆρ ὑγιοῦρ πεπὶ σοῦ Μονογενοῦρ ἐξέπεςον πίςσεψρ In Iohannem 7.1 PG 59.63. 
220 ὁ δὲ μονογενὴρ σοῦ Θεοῦ Παῖρ. In Iohannem 10.2 PG 59.76. Interesting that Chrysostom uses παῖρ here rather 
than τἱόρ. 
221 14.3 PG 59.95. I have not listed the numerous references in homily 12 and 15, as the majority occur in 
citation of the treated text. 
222 I.e., have an earthly conception of him. 
223 Ἵνα σοίντν μὴ διὰ σὴν σοῦ ὀνόμασορ κοινψνίαν ἕνα σινὰ σῶν φάπισι γενομένψν τἱῶν εἶναι νομίςῃρ αὐσὸν, 
ππῶσον μὲν ππόςκεισαι σὸ ἄπθπον διαιποῦν αὐσὸν σῶν κασὰ φάπιν. Εἰ δὲ μὴ σοῦσο ἀπκεῖ ςοι, ἀλλ‖ ἔσι κάσψ 
κύπσειρ, σούσοτ κτπιώσεπον ἄκοτε ὄνομα σὸ, Μονογενήρ. In Iohannem 15.2 PG 59.100. 
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John 1:18, articulating in accordance with his Christology in the context of his century‖s 
debates, that there are two types of sonship, that by nature and that by grace (the grace of 
adoption). So, at this point he clarifies how the Christ is the son of God, not by grace or a 
grace, but rather by nature, which is indicated firstly by the article, indicating his unique 
relation as Son of God, and further strengthened by μονογενήρ.224 The point about the 
article is repeated in homily 18. 
From the early sermons, use of the term drops off, appearing once in 17, 18, 24, twice in 26 
(where the distinction between kinds of sonship is again revisited in the context of John 
3:6), four times in 27 (commenting on John 3:16), 46, 69, 79.225  
σὸν ἐκ σοῦ πασπὸρ γεννηθένσα 
 
A sentence that bears some similarity to this creedal phrase occurs in homily 7, almost 
immediately preceding the quotation cited in the above section: 
We say that the Father is without-beginning, nor has he been begotten; the Son 
without-beginning, begotten of the Father.226 
Here we see clear distinction between the Father and the Son, in the terms ἄναπφον to 
describe both as being without origin or beginning, yet distinct in terms of generation, here 
with the verbal terms μηδὲ γεγεννῆςθαι and γεγεννημένον. Elsewhere we will see the 
language of γεννησόρ καὶ ἀγέννησορ. 
                                                                    
224 I am not unaware over debate concerning the meaning of the term in John‖s gospel. The fathers are 
inclined to read it as ―only-begotten‖, not ―one of a γένορ‖. 
225 17.1 PG 59.107; 18.2 PG 59.116; 24.2 PG 59.145; 26.1 PG 59.153, 59.154; 46.1 PG 59.258; 69.2 PG 59.390; 79.4 PG 
59.431. 
226 λέγομεν δὲ σὸν μὲν Πασέπα ππὸρ σὸ ἄναπφον εἶναι, μηδὲ γεγεννῆςθαι· σὸν δὲ Υἱὸν ἄναπφον εἶναι, 
γεγεννημένον δὲ ἐκ σοῦ Πασπόρ· In Iohannem 7.4 PG 59.64. 
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―[only]-Begotten of the Father‖ occurs several times in the citing and discussion of John 
1:18, which I leave aside as being textually grounded. 
Although generation-related terms appear in a small number of other contexts, the only 
really interesting one comes in homily 39, on John 5:23-30. 
All that the Father is, the Son also is the same, being begotten, and remaining a Son 
in respect of existence.227 
Here Chrysostom equates πάνσα... ὅςα... σαῦσα to show the essential unity of Father and 
Son, while preserving the distinction in two regards, (a) the Son is begotten, leaving 
implicit at this point that the Father is unbegotten, and (b) the Son remains a son, losing 
nor altering nothing of his Sonship in being all that the Father is. 
ππὸ πάνσψν σῶν αἰώνψν 
 
There is little in the way of allusion to this phrase of the creed, except perhaps the 
following in homily 4: 
It is clear that they228 were created before all visible things. Thus also hearing 
concerning the Only-Begotten, that “He was in the beginning”, conceive that he is 
before all intellectual conceptions and before the ages.229 
 
Here in his early account of John 1, Chrysostom calls in Genesis 1:1 to give account for the 
creation of all things, and then, given John 1:3, in conjunction with verses 1-2, that the 
                                                                    
227 Πάνσα γὰπ ὅςα ἐςσὶν ὁ Πασὴπ, σαῦσά ἐςσι καὶ ὁ Υἱὸρ, γεννηθεὶρ, καὶ μένψν ἐν σῷ εἶναι Υἱόρ. In Iohannem 39.1 
PG 59.220. 
228 He is referring to the heavens and the earth, from Genesis 1:1, created ―in the beginning‖. 
229 Εὔδηλον ὅσι σὸ ππὸ πάνσψν γενέςθαι αὐσὰ σῶν ὁπασῶν. Οὕσψ καὶ πεπὶ σοῦ Μονογενοῦρ ἀκούψν, ὅσι ἖ν 
ἀπφῇ ἦν, ππὸ πάνσψν αὐσὸν νόει σῶν νοησῶν καὶ ππὸ σῶν αἰώνψν. In Iohannem 4.1 PG 59.47. 
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Son‖s ―in the beginning‖ status places him before not only all visible (and created) things but 
also prior to all conceptions and ―the ages‖, echoing the creed, if only faintly. 
υῶρ ἐκ υψσόρ 
I find no clear evidence of language that approaches this creedal phrase in the homilies on 
John. However, Chrysostom does allude to it in his homily on Hebrews 1.3 in connexion to 
John 8:12: 
But that which he says, ―radiance of the glory‖, calling the Son: and that well-said, 
hear the Christ saying concerning himself, ―I am the Light of the World‖. Therefore 
he says ―radiance‖, so to show that even here it was thus spoken; it plainly means 
then, ―Light of Light‖.230 
And yet in his comments on John 8:12f, Chrysostom does not raise this understanding at all.  
 
θεὸν ἀληθινὸν ἐκ θεοῦ ἀληθινοῦ 
 
In considering the presence of language that might reflect ―true God of true God‖, I excluded 
references that revolved around John 1:9231 and 4:42232. However, when we consider John 
17:3233, Chrysostom‖s concerns, while not directed by the creed, are more telling. On 17:3 he 
comments, ―He says, ―only true God‖, with a distinction from those that are not gods. For he 
was about to send them to the Gentiles.‖234 That is ―only‖ is used here to distinguish between 
the true God and the false gods, the idols, which Chrysostom further buttresses with 
                                                                    
230 Ἀλλ' ὅπεπ ἔυην, ἀπαύγαςμα σῆρ δόξηρ εἴπηκε σὸν Υἱόν·  καὶ ὅσι καλῶρ, ἄκοτε σοῦ Χπιςσοῦ λέγονσορ πεπὶ 
αὑσοῦ, ἖γώ εἰμι σὸ υῶρ σοῦ κόςμοτ.  Διὰ σοῦσο δὲ ἀπαύγαςμα εἶπεν αὐσὸρ, ἵνα δείξῃ ὅσι κἀκεῖ οὕσψρ εἴπησαι·  
δῆλον δὲ, ὡρ υῶρ ἐκ υψσόρ. In epistulam ad Hebraeos 2.2 PG 63.22. 
231 ῏Ην σὸ υῶρ σὸ ἀληθινόν.... 
232 ...αὐσοὶ γὰπ ἀκηκόαμεν καὶ οἴδαμεν ὅσι οὗσόρ ἐςσιν ἀληθῶρ ὁ ςψσὴπ σοῦ κόςμοτ. 
233 αὕση δέ ἐςσιν ἟ αἰώνιορ ζψὴ ἵνα γινώςκψςιν ςὲ σὸν μόνον ἀληθινὸν θεὸν καὶ ὃν ἀπέςσειλαρ Ἰηςοῦν 
Χπιςσόν. 
234 Μόνον ἀληθινὸν Θεὸν, ππὸρ ἀνσιδιαςσολὴν σῶν οὐκ ὄνσψν θεῶν υηςι. Καὶ γὰπ εἰρ σὰ ἔθνη αὐσοὺρ πέμπειν 
ἔμελλεν. In Iohannem 80.2 PG 59.435. 
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reference to the imminent Gentile mission, in which context that would be abundantly 
clear. It is not, Chrysostom avers, in order to drive a wedge between Father and Son, but is 
treating of the Godhead in unity. His grammatical example then derives from 1 Corinthians 
9:6235, where ―only‖ is not exclusive of Barnabas, but inclusive of him and exclusive of others. 
 
Apart from this usage, there are no further significant treatments of ―true God from true 
God‖, certainly not with any creedal-language specificity. 
γεννηθένσα οὐ ποιηθένσα 
 
I find no clear evidence of language that approaches this creedal phrase. 
 
ὁμοούςιον σῷ πασπί 
 
ὁμοούςιορ is not a major terminological key in the early periods of the post-Nicaea 
debates.236 Yet, later in that period237, from the 360s onwards, it begins to gain in 
prominence, partly by its usage and championing by Athanasius in his later writings and 
agitations. Its presence in the creed of 381 is a mark of its ―triumph‖, as a technical term, 
and so it deserves some careful attention to how it is used in Chrysostom‖s homilies, 
particularly as it is an extra-biblical term, unlike some of the rather Johannine language 
encountered so far. 
                                                                    
235 ἠ μόνορ ἐγὼ καὶ Βαπναβᾶρ οὐκ ἔφομεν ἐξοτςίαν μὴ ἐπγάζεςθαι;  
236 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 90-97. It was a term that certainly excluded Arius, but it was open to 
interpretation, so much so that Eusebius of Caesarea could endorse it in a certain way, as well as skirting 
modalist and even gnostic interpretation of the same term. Its pre-Nicene heritage left is problematic as a 
term with materialistic associations. 
237 Ibid., 96; 140-4. 
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It is somewhat surprising then that ὁμοούςιορ doesn‖t turn up before homily 52, on John 
7:45-8:19. In the discussion concerning appropriate witnesses and verse 17, Chrysostom 
says: 
Do you see that he said this for no different purpose, other than to show himself 
consubstantial, and through himself again to show that he was not lacking another‖s 
testimony; and to show that he had no inferiority to the Father?238 
 
That it comes so late in the sequence of homilies is surprising; that Chrysostom makes so 
little of the phrase, perhaps indicating that he had nothing to gain by an explicit appeal to 
creedal language at all.  
A second use of the term comes in homily 52, commenting on John 8:36, which we 
examined in section 3.3. 
In homily 69 the term reappears: 
What then? Is God a body? By no means. For he speaks of the ―sight‖ that is of the 
mind here, and thence shows the consubstantiality.239 
 
He is commenting briefly but directly on John 12:45, ―he who sees me, sees him who sent 
me‖. The logic is tight: since God is not a body, not corporeal at all (John 4:24), sight cannot 
be interpreted to mean physical, sensible perception. Rather, it speaks to mental 
apprehension, and so to ―see‖ the Son is truly to ―see‖ the Father. This, inexorably for 
Chrysostom, is a demonstration of their consubstantiality, σὸ ὁμοούςιον. And yet again, the 
                                                                    
238 Ὁπᾷρ ὅσι δι‖ οὐδὲν ἕσεπον σοῦσο εἴπηκεν, ἠ ἵνα δείξῃ ὁμοούςιον ἑατσὸν, καὶ δι‖ ἑατσοῦ πάλιν δείξῃ οὐ 
δεόμενον αὐσὸν ἄλληρ μαπστπίαρ· καὶ δείξῃ οὐδὲν ἔλασσον ἔφονσα σοῦ Πασπόρ; In Iohannem 52.3 PG 59.290. 
239 Τί οὖν; ςῶμά ἐςσιν ὁ Θεόρ; Οὐδαμῶρ. Θεψπίαν γὰπ σὴν σοῦ νοῦ υηςιν ἐνσαῦθα, καὶ ἐνσεῦθεν σὸ ὁμοούςιον 
δηλῶν. In Iohannem 69.1 PG 59.378. 
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term is present but without any fanfare, self-reflection, or formalised language. It suggests 
that perhaps within Chrysostom‖s circles, ὁμοούςιορ is uncontroversial enough to be used 
regularly at will, or irregularly, without becoming a litmus test for orthodoxy. 
 
Both the term and the same concept recur in homily 74, on John 14:9, predictably. A second 
occurrence is later in 74: 
You must not, hearing ―Father‖ and ―Son‖, seek something else for the establishing of 
the relationship according to essence. For if this does not content you for the 
proving of co-honour and consubstantiality, learn it even from the works.240 
 
The comment comes on John 14:11. That 14:11 is not primarily about equality of works is 
established, for Chrysostom, by the reference in v14b to believing through the works 
themselves. Certainly elsewhere he treats of inseparable operations, but here it is Christ 
himself establishing the unity, the consubstantiality, through his words, and Chrysostom 
does not shy from the word ὁμοούςιον. 
 
ἐκ σῆρ οὐςίαρ σοῦ πασπόρ 
 
Only one passage clearly echoes the deleted ―from the ousia of the Father‖ clause from the 
Nicene creed of 325. It comes in homily 26: 
 For I also am begotten of God, but not of his essence.241 
                                                                    
240 Ἔδει μὲν ὑμᾶρ ἀκούονσαρ Πασέπα καὶ Υἱὸν, μηδὲν ἕσεπον ζησεῖν εἰρ παπάςσαςιν σῆρ κασὰ σὴν οὐςίαν 
ςτγγενείαρ. Εἰ δὲ ὑμῖν οὐκ ἀπκεῖ σοῦσο ππὸρ σὸ δεῖξαι σὸ ὁμόσιμον καὶ ὁμοούςιον, κἂν ἀπὸ σῶν ἔπγψν μάθεσε. 
In Iohannem 74.2 PG 59.402. 
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The passage has already been briefly mentioned for its usage of μονογενήρ in discussion of 
the two types of sonship, by grace and by nature. In the midst of that discussion, 
Chrysostom says this, which by its negation suggests that ἐκ σῆρ οὐςίαρ σοῦ πασπόρ is a 
phrase proper only to the Son, not to the sons. However, given its absence from the rest of 
the homilies, it is unlikely to be more than a oblique allusion to Nicaea at best. 
 
ἀπαπάλλακσορ 
 
The first instance of the word comes in homily 15, treating John 1:18: 
On this account, which I said, the Evangelist mentions the bosom, making all things 
clear to us by this one word, that great is the affinity and unity of the essence, that 
the Knowledge is precisely similar, because the Power is the same. For the Father 
would have nothing of different substance in his bosom....242 
 
In this case, ἀπαπάλλακσορ functions to parallel and complement ἴςορ, ςτγγένεια, and 
ἑνόσηρ, as indicative of unity, similarity, and lack of dissimilarity. Indeed, to assert absolute 
similarity will necessarily implicate absence of dissimilarity, and it is this negation that 
ἀπαπαλλακσορ upholds with its alpha-privative. 
The second occurrence comes in homily 38, where commenting on 5:19 ―The Son can do 
nothing of his own accord‖, Chrysostom comments that the use of the negative phrasing is  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
241 Καὶ γὰπ καὶ ἐγὼ ἐκ Θεοῦ γεγέννημαι, ἀλλ‖ οὐκ ἐκ σῆρ οὐςίαρ αὐσοῦ. In Iohannem 26.1 PG 59.154. 
242 Διὰ σοῦσο, ὅπεπ ἔυην, καὶ ὁ Εὐαγγελιςσὴρ σοῦ κόλποτ μέμνησαι, πάνσα διὰ σοῦ ἑνὸρ ῥήμασορ σούσοτ ἟μῖν 
ἐμυαίνψν,  ὅσι πολλὴ σῆρ οὐςίαρ ἟ ςτγγένεια καὶ ἟ ἑνόσηρ, ὅσι ἀπαπάλλακσορ ἟ γνῶςιρ, ὅσι ἴςη ἟ ἐξοτςία. Οὐ 
γὰπ σὸν ἑσεπούςιον ἐν σοῖρ κόλποιρ ἂν ἔςφεν ὁ Πασήπ.... In Iohannem 15.2 PG 59.99. 
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―So that here also he shows again the invariability and strictness of the equality.‖243 The 
usage is very similar, and the context also. The text under discussion is one that bears on 
the question of similarity and identity, and Chrysostom uses ἀπαπαλλακσορ to indicate the 
lack of any distinction or division. The word occurs twice more in the near context of this 
sermon. 
A further three occurrences are found in homily 39, following on in the important John 5 
discourse. The first of these is in comment on 5:26, as Chrysostom asks, ―So you see how the 
invariability, the distinction in one point alone, he declares, that the one is Father, the 
other Son?‖244 Having just seen how ἀπαπάλλακσορ works to establish absolute likeness and 
equality, we now see the complement, that ἀπαπάλλακσορ does not destroy the distinction 
of persons in the Trinity. Chrysostom at this point hangs the distinction between Father 
and Son upon the single word ἔδψκε, reflecting the derivative or begotten nature of the 
Son, and the unbegotten nature of the Father, and yet, ―it shows all other things to be equal 
and unvarying.‖245 The further use of ἀπαπάλλακσορ here reinforces its usage as a term for 
absolute identity, even while Chrysostom is introducing and upholding the Father-Son 
distinction in persons. This distinction will be seen more clearly in his use of ὑπόςσαςιρ 
below. 
Finally, ἀπαπάλλακσορ is used four more times, once each in homily 53246, 69247, 74248, and 
82249, each time with a similar point, sameness of essence without any degree of separation 
or distinction. 
                                                                    
243 Ἵνα κἀνσεῦθεν δείξῃ πάλιν σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον καὶ σὴν ἀκπίβειαν σῆρ ἰςόσησορ. In Iohannem 38.4 PG 59.216. 
244 Ὁπᾷρ πῶρ σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον, καὶ ἑνὶ μόνῳ σὴν διαυοπὰν ἐμυαῖνον, σῷ σὸν μὲν Πασέπα εἶναι, σὸν δὲ Υἱόν; In 
Iohannem 39.3 PG 59.223. 
245  σὰ δὲ ἄλλα πάνσα ἴςα καὶ ἀπαπάλλακσα δείκντςιν. In Iohannem 39.3 PG 59.223. 
246 Τὸ γὰπ, Ἀπ‖ ἐματσοῦ οὐ λαλῶ οὐδὲν, σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον σῆρ οὐςίαρ δηλοῖ, καὶ σὸ οὐδὲν ἐκσὸρ σῶν πασπικῶν 
νοημάσψν υθέγγεςθαι. In Iohannem 53.2 PG 59.293. 
247 Ὅπα πῶρ διὰ πάνσψν σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον δείκντςι σῆρ οὐςίαρ. In Iohannem 69.1 PG 59.377. 
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ὑπόςσαςιρ 
 
While ὑπόςσαςιρ emerges quite late in the 4th century as part of a terminology for speaking 
about the Person/Nature distinction in the Trinity, its usage by the Cappadocians 
especially, and in the post-381 context see its establishment as a standard term.250 How does 
Chrysostom use it? 
The first occurrence is in homily 3, discussing John 1:1. Chrysostom: 
For he does not say, “He was in God”, but “He was with God”, making clear to us his 
eternity, according to Person.251 
 
Considering how precisely Chrysostom treats John 1:1, it is not surprising that the term is 
introduced here. For Chrysostom treats the first ἦν as indicative of absolute being, ―in the 
beginning was the Word‖, while the second ἦν signifies relative being, ―and the Word was 
with God‖. In light of such a distinction in meaning and according to his reading, the first 
establishes the Logos‖s eternality, which belongs properly to God, while the second 
establishes the relation between Father and Logos. This sentence from Chrysostom furthers 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
248 Ὁ Πασήπ μοτ ἕψρ ἄπσι ἐπγάζεσαι, κἀγὼ ἐπγάζομαι· ἐκεῖ μὲν σὸ ἀπαπάλλακσον σῶν ἔπγψν, ἐνσαῦθα δὲ σὸ 
σαὐσὸν ἐνδεικνύμενορ. In Iohannem 74.2 PG 59.401. 
249 Τὸ γὰπ, Καθὼρ, ἐνσαῦθα οὐκ ἔςσιν ἀπαπαλλάκσοτ ἀκπιβείαρ In Iohannem 82.1 PG 59.442. 
250 Ayres, Nicaea and its Legacy, 25 (Origen); 47, 174-5 (Athanasius); 209-211 (Basil). Ayres rightly traces the 
development of the term, noting in Athanasius its early virtual absence, and certainly not as a technical term 
for the Persons; later Athanasius, in the Tome to the Antiochenes, begins to use it in rapproachment. Basil 
marks the real flourishing of the term in a technical sense, in Contra Eunomium 3.3, and in Epistles 52, 125, 236 
(Especially this last one). 
251 Οὐ γὰπ εἶπεν, ἖ν Θεῷ ἦν, ἀλλὰ, Ππὸρ σὸν Θεὸν ἦν, σὴν καθ‖ ὑπόςσαςιν αὐσοῦ ἀωδιόσησα ἐμυαίνψν ἟μῖν. In 
Iohannem 3.3 PG 59.40. 
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that argument, removing the idea of unbegottenness from the second Person of the Trinity, 
as well as the concept that he was a Word ―uttered or conceived‖252 
 
In homily 4.1, ὑπόςσαςιρ is used in the same passage cited above for μονογενήρ. It follows a 
passage that repeats the argument about John 1:1‖s two initial clauses which we have just 
considered in homily 3. Chrysostom asserts their co-eternity, but adds: 
[F]or he [the Father] was not at any time bereft of the Logos, but always God was 
with God, however in their proper Person.253 
Again, the term establishes the singular point of distinction between Father and Son, that 
the Father is the Father, and the Son remains the Son. 
It then occurs again in homily 4, in the section also aforementioned, where Isaiah 43:10 is 
invoked to establish the Son‖s only-begotten eternal existence. To this is added the 
rhetorical question: 
For it was necessary either to dare this [i.e., to take away the Son‖s existence], or to 
receive the one Godhead in the proper Person of Father and Son.254 
The coupling of ὑποςσάςιρ with ἴδιορ reveals something of its sense. For what else is it that 
demarcates the ὑποςσάςειρ other than their peculiar and proper characteristics? And so 
Chrysostom‖s Trinitarian theology looks thoroughly late and developed: the Father and Son 
share all things, except that each remains as Father and as Son, characterised as persons 
                                                                    
252 ππουοπικὸν ἠ ἐνδιάθεσον. 
253 οὐ γὰπ ἦν ἔπημορ οὐδέποσε σοῦ Λόγοτ, ἀλλ‖ ἀεὶ Θεὸρ ππὸρ Θεὸν ἦν, ἐν ὑποςσάςει μένσοι ἰδίᾳ. In Iohannem 
4.1 PG 59.47. 
254 Ἀνάγκη γὰπ ἠ σοῦσο σολμᾷν, ἠ μίαν παπαδέξαςθαι σὴν θεόσησα ἐν ἰδίᾳ ὑποςσάςει Πασπὸρ καὶ Υἱοῦ In 
Iohannem 4.2 PG 59.48. 
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only in relation, for that is the only distinction that is admissible to the unity of the 
Godhead. 
In homily 7 the two words again appear in connexion, in discussion of Hebrews 1:3 
For do not, since you have heard that he is Radiance, he255 says, suppose him to be 
deprived of his proper Person.256 
In respect to Hebrews, Chrysostom detects a similar two-fold movement. ―Radiance‖ 
establishes that the Son is of the same Essence of the Father, and yet begotten where the 
Father is unbegotten, thus rejecting the idea that Father and Son are ―brothers‖ of a single 
source. Added to this that he is the ―express image‖ makes plain that the Son exists in his 
own Person.257 
 
It is not until homily 49 that ὑποςσάςιρ reappears in Chrysostom‖s terminology, discussing 
8:17: 
For if the Person is different, but so do I talk and act, so that nothing different from 
the Father be supposed, but the same which the Father says or does.258 
The lack of ἴδιορ is almost surprising by this point, but once again Chrysostom is consistent 
in his vocabulary. ὑποςσάςιρ is a term that for him represents the distinction of Persons, 
while in all other respects maintaining the unity of Essence, which is here coupled with the 
doctrine of inseparable operations. 
                                                                    
255 The author of Hebrews, whom Chrysostom takes to be Paul. 
256 Μὴ γὰπ, ἐπειδὴ ἀπαύγαςμα, υηςὶν, ἤκοτςαρ, σῆρ ἰδίαρ αὐσὸν ἀπεςσεπῆςθαι νομίςῃρ ὑποςσάςεψρ. In 
Iohannem 7.2 PG 59.64. 
257 Διὰ σοῦσο εἰπὼν αὐσὸν ἀπαύγαςμα, ἐπήγαγεν, ὅσι Καὶ φαπακσήπ ἐςσι σῆρ ὑποςσάςεψρ αὐσοῦ, ἵνα σὴν ἰδίαν 
ὑπόςσαςιν δηλώςῃ καὶ σῆρ αὐσῆρ ὄνσα αὐσὸν οὐςίαρ, ἧρ ἐςσι καὶ φαπακσήπ In Iohannem 7.2 PG 59.64. 
258 Εἰ γὰπ καὶ ἟ ὑπόςσαςιρ ἄλλη, ἀλλ‖ οὕσψ καὶ λέγψ καὶ ππάσσψ, ὡρ μὴ νομίζεςθαι ἕσεπόν σι παπὰ σὸν Πασέπα, 
ἀλλὰ σὸ αὐσὸ ὅπεπ ὁ Πασὴπ εἶπεν ἠ ἔππαξεν. In Iohannem 49.2 PG 59.275. 
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Further uses occur in homilies 68259, 74260. In homily 75 the term is used to establish the 
Person of the Holy Spirit: 
For by saying ―another‖, showing the distinction of his Person; but by saying 
―Paraclete‖, the affinity of Essence.261 
Also 78262; a final use occurs in homily 87, where it is part of a quotation from Hebrews 11:1, 
and must be read in a substantial sense. 
 
3.5 The utility and limitations of analogy 
 
The first use of analogy I wish to examine comes in homily 5, which like the other opening 
homilies, both in virtue of its position and its text, bears directly upon Trinitarian 
concerns. Relatively late in the homily, commenting upon John 1:4, Chrysostom says: 
Just as then in the case of the spring that begets great depths, however much you 
remove, the spring is lessened in no degree; thus also in the case of the activity of 
the Only-begotten, however much you might believe to have been produced and 
made through it263, itself becomes no less; rather, that I employ a more homely 
example, I will speak of the case of Light, which also he adds immediately, saying, 
“and the Life was the Light”. Just as then Light, however many myriads it shines, is 
lessened nothing with respect of its own luminescence; thus also God, both before 
                                                                    
259 Οὐφ ὡρ ςτναλείυονσερ σὰρ ὑποςσάςειρ, ἀλλὰ μίαν ἀξίαν δηλοῦνσερ εἶναι, υηςί. Καὶ γὰπ σὰ σοῦ Πασπὸρ σοῦ 
Υἱοῦ, καὶ σὰ σοῦ Υἱοῦ σοῦ Πασπόρ ἐςσι In Iohannem 68.2 PG 59.376. 
260 ἖πειδὴ γὰπ σοῦσό ἐςσιν, ὅπεπ ἐςσὶν ὁ Πασὴπ, μένψν Υἱὸρ, εἰκόσψρ ἐν αὐσῷ δείκντςι σὸν γεγεννηκόσα. Εἶσα 
διαιπῶν σὰρ ὑποςσάςειρ, υηςίν· Ὁ ἑψπακὼρ ἐμὲ, ἑώπακε σὸν Πασέπα, ἵνα μή σιρ εἴπῃ, ὅσι αὐσὸρ Πασὴπ, αὐσὸρ 
Υἱόρ In Iohannem 74.1 PG 59.400-1. 
261 Τῷ μὲν γὰπ εἰπεῖν, Ἄλλον, δείκντςιν αὐσοῦ σῆρ ὑποςσάςεψρ σὴν διαυοπάν· σῷ δὲ εἰπεῖν, Παπάκλησον, σῆρ 
οὐςίαρ σὴν ςτγγένειαν. In Iohannem 75.1 PG 59.403. 
262 Πῶρ γὰπ σὸ πανσαφοῦ ὂν πέμπεσαι; Ἄλλψρ δὲ, καὶ σῶν ὑποςσάςεψν σὸ διάυοπον δείκντςι. In Iohannem 78.3 
PG 59.423. 
263 ―It‖ refers to the activity of the Son, not the Son himself. 
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his working, and after the creating, remains likewise lacking-nothing, nothing 
diminished, nor exhausted from the very great creation; but even if it were 
necessary that ten thousand such worlds be made, even if limitless, he would 
remain the same sufficient for all, not only for their production, but also for their 
governance after their creation.264 
 
This passage shows Chrysostom employing two stock analogies, the first of water and its 
source, the second of light and its rays. The first analogy is rather contracted, in that it is 
followed immediately by its application, whereas the second is both suggested by the very 
context of the text preached upon, and expanded in its application. 
 
Notice that this analogy is not deployed to illustrate or illuminate the Father and Son 
relationship, which is what might be expected. It was certainly not untypical to employ the 
light analogy in particular, as seen in the Creed of 381, ―Light of Light‖. Rather, the two 
analogies are implemented to reveal something about the creation, that the act of creation 
for God involved no lessening or diminution. 
At first glance, then, it might seem that this analogy is inept – for a spring or fount is a 
source of water, and giving forth the water of the deeps it loses no water; likewise and 
more forcefully the light, giving off light, is not lessened in respect of light. Is Chrysostom 
then suggesting some kind of emanation theory of creation? Nothing could be further from 
                                                                    
264 Καθάπεπ οὖν ἐπὶ σῆρ πηγῆρ σῆρ σικσούςηρ ἀβύςςοτρ, ὅςον ἂν ἀυέλῃρ, οὐδὲν ἞λάσσψςαρ σὴν πηγήν· οὕσψ 
καὶ ἐπὶ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ σοῦ Μονογενοῦρ, ὅςα ἂν πιςσεύςῃρ παπῆφθαι δι‖ αὐσῆρ καὶ πεποιῆςθαι, οὐδὲν ἐλάσσψν 
αὕση γέγονε· μᾶλλον δὲ, ἵν‖ οἰκειοσέπῳ φπήςψμαι παπαδείγμασι, σὸ σοῦ υψσὸρ ἐπῶ, ὃ καὶ αὐσὸρ ἐπήγαγεν 
εὐθέψρ, εἰπών· Καὶ ἟ ζψὴ ἦν σὸ υῶρ. Ὥςπεπ οὖν σὸ υῶρ, ὅςαρ ἂν υψσίςῃ μτπιάδαρ, οὐδὲν εἰρ σὴν οἰκείαν 
ἐλασσοῦσαι λαμππόσησα· οὕσψ καὶ ὁ Θεὸρ, καὶ ππὸ σοῦ ἐπγάςαςθαι, καὶ μεσὰ σὸ ποιῆςαι, ὁμοίψρ ἀνελλιπὴρ 
μένει, μηδὲν ἐλασσούμενορ, μηδὲ ἀσονῶν ἐκ σῆρ δημιοτπγίαρ σῆρ πολλῆρ· ἀλλὰ κἂν μτπίοτρ δέῃ γενέςθαι 
κόςμοτρ σοιούσοτρ, κἂν ἀπείποτρ, ὁ αὐσὸρ μένει πᾶςιν ἀπκῶν, οὐ ππὸρ σὸ παπαγαγεῖν αὐσοὺρ μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ππὸρ σὸ ςτγκπασῆςαι μεσὰ σὴν δημιοτπγίαν αὐσούρ. In Iohannem 5.3 PG 59.57. 
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his mind, as careful attention to the point of analogy will bear. An emanation theory of 
creation would tend rather to suggest that some diminution did take place, that light from 
light deprived the light-source of something of its original luminescence. 
Notice also the shift in the application of the analogy between the two. After the first, 
water-based analogy Chrysostom refers it to the ἟ ἐνεπγεία σοῦ Μονογενοῦρ while after the 
second he enters into its referent with · οὕσψ καὶ ὁ Θεὸρ.... Thus Chrysostom in effect 
creates an implicit correlation between God, spoken without qualification, and the activity 
of the Son. Not to press the point overmuch, but it does invite one to understand that 
neither is the Godhead diminished in any way by the creation, nor the Godhead in its 
activity. 
The passage that follows this is mentioned above in section 3.2, and the connection 
between the undiminished Godhead and the doctrine of simplicity with respect to 
uncompounded Being is obvious. 
 
A long section dealing with analogies occurs in homily 14.1, which we will treat at some 
length. Chrysostom begins immediately after John 1:17: 
And what is this, he says, “of his fullness we all have received?” for upon this point 
our discourse must treat for a time. He has, he says, the gift not by participation, but 
is very-font and very-root of all good things, is very-Life, and very-Light, and very-
Truth; not holding in himself the abundance of goods, but overflowing it to all 
others, and after the overflowing remaining full; for in nothing is he lessened from 
Seumas Macdonald MTh Thesis 9/11/2010 
89 
 
the supplying to others, but always streaming and sharing with all of these goods, 
he remains in the same perfection.265 
Chrysostom‖s first point is to again reinforce the distinction between possession by nature, 
and possession by participation. In the case of the Logos, his possession, the fullness of 
grace and goodness, which is virtually tantamount to divinity, is his by nature, not 
participation. The whole economy of salvation for Chrysostom rests upon this distinction, 
that we become partakers and participants in the divine because we are not so by nature, 
but only the one who is divine not by participation can enable said participation. 
The gift of fullness then, belongs to the Logos by nature, and so he is αὐσοπηγή and 
αὐσόπιζα. The dual image of font and root both relate to the idea of source, and yet 
Chrysostom is not applying this figure absolutely, as if the Christ were the source of his 
own divinity in an independent manner. Rather, the source-figure is applied to the fullness 
of good things πάνσψν σῶν καλῶν. Chrysostom develops the logic in applying three more 
αὐσο- compounds with Life, Light, and Truth, all key statements within the Fourth gospel. 
The second half of this opening paragraph begins to develop the analogy, and the idea of a 
spring or font is more dominant, with the language of overflowing (ὑπεπβλύζψν). In three 
different ways Chrysostom reinforces the idea that this source, this spring, is not 
diminished by this provision of overflowing, but remains full, is in no respect lessened, and 
remains in the same perfection. Chrysostom goes on: 
What I have, is participatory (for I received it from another), and something small of 
the entire, and as if a paltry drop to an unspeakable abyss and boundless sea; and 
                                                                    
265 Καὶ σί ποσέ ἐςσι, υηςὶ, σὸ, ἖κ σοῦ πληπώμασορ αὐσοῦ ἟μεῖρ πάνσερ ἐλάβομεν; ἖πὶ γὰπ σοῦσο σέψρ ἀκσέον 
σὸν λόγον. Οὐ μεθεκσὴν, υηςὶν, ἔφει σὴν δψπεὰν, ἀλλ‖ αὐσοπηγὴ καὶ αὐσόπιζα ἐςσὶ πάνσψν σῶν καλῶν, 
αὐσοζψὴ, καὶ αὐσουῶρ, καὶ αὐσοαλήθεια· οὐκ ἐν ἑατσῷ ςτνέφψν σῶν ἀγαθῶν σὸν πλοῦσον, ἀλλὰ καὶ εἰρ σοὺρ 
ἄλλοτρ ἅπανσαρ ὑπεπβλύζψν αὐσὸν, καὶ μεσὰ σὸ ὑπεπβλύςαι μένψν πλήπηρ· ἐν οὐδενὶ γὰπ ἐλασσούμενορ ἐκ 
σῆρ εἰρ ἑσέποτρ φοπηγίαρ, ἀλλ‖ ἀεὶ πηγάζψν καὶ πᾶςι σούσψν μεσαδιδοὺρ σῶν καλῶν, ἐπὶ σῆρ αὐσῆρ μένει 
σελειόσησορ. In Iohannem 14.1 PG 59.91. 
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moreover not even this is able to set forth the contrast which we are trying to say. 
For if you take the drop from the sea, you have lessened the sea in this very thing, 
even if the lessening be unseen. But in the case of that font this cannot be said: but 
however much someone draws, he remains nothing diminished. Wherefore we must 
all the more turn to another model: for it is weak and not able to set forth what we 
seek, but better than the former guides us to the concept that now lies before us.266 
He remains in the general realm of spring/font-water analogies, but now moves from 
Christ‖s overflowing abundance, to our participation in his abundance. Here Chrysostom 
develops an illustration or pattern to show something of what he is saying: that the 
believer‖s possession is firstly participatory, precisely because it is shared (not innate); that 
compared to the whole, it is infinitesimally small. Then he breaks off the figure noting its 
fallibility. I consider this to be a distinctive, if not unique, aspect of pro-Nicene use of 
analogies: that though they are happy to deploy them, they are well aware of their limits, 
especially as analogies are used to speak of the Godhead. Here Chrysostom is showing usual 
acumen: his analogy is flawed at this precise point, because a paltry drop of water is still a 
something, such that its removal will indeed diminish the ocean, even if in the smallest 
degree. The analogy then gains something of its traction by contrast: the Logos is not 
diminished even in this slightest degree, by the sharing and participation of its abundance, 
which in this figure is beginning to appear as participation in the Divine. Chrysostom 
moves from this analogy, granting its weakness, to another which he will also flag as 
―weak‖, but more fitted to his purpose. 
                                                                    
266 Ὃ δὲ ἐγὼ υέπψ, μεθεκσόν σέ ἐςσι (παπ‖ ἑσέποτ γὰπ ἔλαβον αὐσὸ), καὶ μικπόν σι σοῦ πανσὸρ, καὶ οἱονεὶ 
ςσαγὼν εὐσελὴρ ππὸρ ἄβτςςον ἄυασον καὶ πέλαγορ ἄπειπον· μᾶλλον δὲ οὐδὲ σοῦσο σὸ παπάδειγμα παπαςσῆςαι 
δύνασαι ὅπεπ ἐπιφειποῦμεν εἰπεῖν. Σσαγόνα μὲν γὰπ ἀπὸ πελάγοτρ ἂν ἐξέλῃρ, αὐσῷ σούσῳ σὸ πέλαγορ 
἞λάσσψςαρ, εἰ καὶ ἀυανὴρ ἟ ἐλάσσψςιρ. ἖πὶ δὲ σῆρ πηγῆρ ἐκείνηρ οὐκ ἔςσι σοῦσο εἰπεῖν· ἀλλ‖ ὅςον ἄν σιρ 
ἀπύςησαι, μένει μηδὲν ἐλασσοτμένη. Διὸ φπὴ μάλιςσα ἐυ‖ ἕσεπον ὑπόδειγμα ἐλθεῖν· ἀςθενὲρ μὲν γὰπ αὐσὸ καὶ 
οὐ δτνάμενον ὅπεπ ζησοῦμεν παπαςσῆςαι, μᾶλλον δὲ σοῦ πποσέποτ φειπαγψγοῦν ἟μᾶρ ππὸρ σὴν ἔννοιαν σὴν 
πποκειμένην ἟μῖν νῦν. In Iohannem 14.1 PG 59.91. 
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Let us hypothesise there is a font of fire, then from that fire ten-thousand lamps are 
kindled, and twice so many, and thrice, and many times; does not the fire remain in 
the same fullness after the distribution to so many from its operation? It is apparent 
to all. Now if in the case of corporeal things, being divisible, being lessened by 
removal, one has been found of such kind that even after sharing with others from 
itself, it is harmed nothing, much more in the case of that incorporeal and unmixed 
power will this eventuate. For if there that which is imparted is essence and body, 
and is divided, and is undivided, much more will it be when the discourse is 
concerning an operation, and an operation of an incorporeal essence, reasonably it 
suffers nothing of this kind.267 
It is unsurprising that Chrysostom moves from a water-based analogy to a fire one. These 
are common enough figures within the fourth century for this kind of theologising. Here, 
however, the somewhat insubstantial nature of fire permits a precision of analogy that 
water did not allow. So instead of the spring or water, we have a spring, a font, of fire. 
Instead of the drop, we have the kindling of manifold torches. And Chrysostom‖s point is 
obvious enough that he simply declares its obviousness: the fire is undiminished by the 
kindling of others.  
Keeping in mind what Chrysostom said earlier, that this pattern too would be weak, one 
must not push it too far. Even so, Chrysostom does not suggest that the fire analogy reveals 
to us something about the way in which the Logos is overflowingly abundant yet remains 
undiminished, but proceeds with an a fortiori argument a minore ad maius: If this true case 
                                                                    
267 ὘ποθώμεθα γὰπ εἶναι πτπὸρ πηγὴν, εἶσα ἀπὸ σῆρ πηγῆρ ἐκείνηρ μτπίοτρ ἀνάπσεςθαι λύφνοτρ, καὶ δὶρ 
σοςούσοτρ, καὶ σπὶρ, καὶ πολλάκιρ· ἆπα οὐκ ἐπὶ σῆρ αὐσῆρ μένει πληπόσησορ σὸ πῦπ καὶ μεσὰ σὸ μεσαδοῦναι 
σοςούσοιρ σῆρ ἐνεπγείαρ σῆρ αὑσοῦ; Πανσί ποτ δῆλόν ἐςσιν. Εἰ δὲ ἐπὶ σῶν ςψμάσψν, σῶν μεπιςσῶν, σῶν 
ἐλασσοτμένψν ὑπὸ σῆρ ἀυαιπέςεψρ, εὑπέθη σι σοιοῦσον ὃ καὶ μεσὰ σὸ παπαςφεῖν ἑσέποιρ σὰ παπ‖ ἑατσοῦ οὐδὲν 
παπαβλάπσεσαι, πολλῷ μᾶλλον ἐπὶ σῆρ ἀςψμάσοτ καὶ ἀκηπάσοτ δτνάμεψρ ἐκείνηρ σοῦσο ςτμβήςεσαι. Εἰ γὰπ 
ἔνθα οὐςία ἐςσὶ σὸ μεσαλαμβανόμενον καὶ ςῶμα, καὶ μεπίζεσαι, καὶ οὐ μεπίζεσαι, πολλῷ μᾶλλον ὅσαν πεπὶ 
ἐνεπγείαρ ὁ λόγορ ᾖ, καὶ ἐνεπγείαρ σῆρ ἐξ ἀςψμάσοτ οὐςίαρ, οὐδὲν εἰκὸρ σοιοῦσον παθεῖν. In Iohannem 14.1 
59.91-2. 
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has been found true among material objects, how much more likely is it to be true with 
respect to the immaterial God? One may quibble about the strength of Chrysostom‖s 
example, but it is not so much his evidentiary basis, as an illustration of this ἔννοια found 
in John 1:17, which Chrysostom is struggling to make intelligible in a theologically 
orthodox manner to his audience. 
With respect to the shape of this last argument, a similar analogy is found back in homily 4: 
For tell me, does the radiance of the sun come out of the nature of the sun, or 
elsewhere? It is altogether necessary to confess, except one be incapacitated in their 
senses, that it is from the nature. But though the radiance of the sun is of its nature, 
we cannot say that it is later by any temporality than the solar nature, since the sun 
has never appeared apart from its radiance. But if in the case of these visible and 
sensible bodies there appears, one that is of something, and it is not later than that 
which it is of, why do you disbelieve in the case of the invisible and ineffable 
nature? Now this is the same thing in the same manner, but as fitting to that 
Essence.268 
This analogy is picking up the language of Hebrews 1:3, and again we see the typical use of 
a light/fire analogy. This time the argument is not about diminution, but temporality, so 
that when one considers the sun, its rays or radiance are separated from it by no division 
either of subtraction (as in the previous analogies) or of temporal separation. The limit of 
the analogy is subtly suggested in the final sentence, a recognition that the same is true in 
the case of the Godhead, but in a way that is befitting to the Godhead. Chrysostom regularly 
                                                                    
268 Εἰπὲ γάπ μοι, Τὸ ἀπαύγαςμα σοῦ ἟λίοτ ἐξ αὐσῆρ ἐκπηδᾷ σῆρ σοῦ ἟λίοτ υύςεψρ, ἠ ἄλλοθέν ποθεν; Ἀνάγκη 
πᾶςα ὁμολογῆςαι σὸν μὴ καὶ σὰρ αἰςθήςειρ πεπηπψμένον, ὅσι ἐξ αὐσῆρ. Ἀλλ‖ ὅμψρ καὶ ἐξ αὐσοῦ ὂν σοῦ ἟λίοτ 
σὸ ἀπαύγαςμα, οὐκ ἄν ποσε ὕςσεπον εἶναι υαίημεν σῆρ ἟λιακῆρ υύςεψρ, ἐπειδὴ μηδὲ φψπὶρ ἀπατγάςμασορ 
ἥλιορ ἐυάνη ποσέ. Εἰ δὲ ἐπὶ σῶν ςψμάσψν σούσψν σῶν ὁπασῶν καὶ αἰςθησῶν, καὶ ἐκ σινὸρ ὂν, καὶ οὐφ ὕςσεπον 
ἐξ οὗ ἐςσιν ἐυάνη σι ὂν, σί ἀπιςσεῖρ ἐπὶ σῆρ ἀοπάσοτ καὶ ἀῤῥήσοτ υύςεψρ; Τὸ αὐσὸ δὴ σοῦσό ἐςσιν οὕσψρ, ὡρ 
ἐκείνῃ σῇ οὐςίᾳ ππέπον ἦν. In Iohannem 4.2 PG 59.48. 
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shows such restraint, including the rider that such analogies be understood as precisely 
limited by their material referents. And yet the same comparative argument also appears: if 
this is the case in a material referent, how much more so should it be possible and logical in 
the case of the divine. 
 
A more original analogy comes in homily 39, discussing John 5:23. I quote at length: 
And you, saying he has not the same authority and power as the one who has 
begotten him269, what can you say, when you hear him uttering [words], with  which 
he shows his equal power and authority and glory to the Father? On what account 
does he demand the same honour, being greatly inferior, as you assert? And neither 
does he stop here, speaking in this manner, but also goes on saying, “the one not 
honouring the Son, does not honour the Father that sent him.” Do you see how the 
honour of the Son is intertwined with the honour of the Father? “And why is that?” 
someone says. For this also we see in regards to the Apostles; “For the one receiving 
you,” he says, ”receives me.”270 But in that passage, since he appropriates the 
concerns of his servants to his own, on that account he so speaks; but in this 
passage, since the Being and the glory are one. Besides he does not say in the 
Apostles‖ case, “that they might honour.” But rightly he said, “The one not 
honouring the Son, does not honour the Father.” For if there are two kings and the 
one is insulted, the other is co-insulted also, and especially when the insulted one is 
a son. For he is insulted when even a soldier is abused: not similarly, but as through 
a mediator. But here it is not so, but as through himself.271 Because he anticipates 
                                                                    
269 σῷ γεγεννηκόσι. 
270 Mt 10:40. Jesus speaking. 
271 I.e., in the case of the soldier, the insult comes indirectly, as a representative of the king‖s authority suffers. 
When it is the son, it is personal, since the son is not an extrinsic representative, but an intrinsic one. 
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this he said, “so that they might honour the Son, as they honour the Father”, so 
that, when he says, “The one not honouring the Son, does not honour the Father”, 
you might understand the honour to be the same. For not simply, “The one not 
honouring,” but “the one not honouring thus as I said” he says, “does not honour 
the Father”.272 273 
 
The analogy of the two kings is first introduced by Chrysostom‖s not uncommon practice of 
bringing in a parallel passage to his concern, in this case Matthew 10:40. In a manner 
somewhat similar to another a minore ad maius argument, Chrysostom is establishing the 
way in which the treatment of one party is entangled with the treatment of another. The 
John 5:23 verse by itself serves as a refutation of those who wish to diminish the Son‖s co-
honour with the Father, but Chrysostom explores why. In the Matthew passage, it is rather 
an extrinsic association between Jesus and his disciples, which finds its parallel case in the 
analogy when he speaks of the King being insulted when even one of his soldiers is 
mistreated. In such a case the insult is indirect, but transferable because the soldier acts 
representatively of the king‖s authority. 
And yet the heart of the analogy is the case of two kings. What occasions Chrysostom‖s 
imagining of two kings is hard to establish, though the reign of dual kings is not unknown 
                                                                    
272 I.e., the two statements interpret each other; ―as I said‖ relates to ―as the Son, so the Father‖. 
273 ὘μεῖρ δὲ οἱ λέγονσερ μὴ ἔφειν αὐσὸν σὴν αὐσὴν ἐξοτςίαν καὶ σὴν δύναμιν σῷ γεγεννηκόσι, σί ἂν εἴπησε 
ὅσαν ἀκούςησε αὐσοῦ υθεγγομένοτ, δι‖ ὧν ἴςην δείκντςι σὴν ππὸρ σὸν Πασέπα καὶ δύναμιν καὶ ἐξοτςίαν καὶ 
δόξαν; Τίνορ δὲ ἕνεκεν καὶ σὴν αὐσὴν σιμὴν ἀπαισεῖ, ςυόδπα κασαδεέςσεπορ ὢν, ὤρ υασε; Καὶ οὐδὲ ἐνσαῦθα 
ἵςσασαι, οὕσψρ εἰπὼν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπάγει λέγψν· Ὁ μὴ σιμῶν σὸν Υἱὸν, οὐ σιμᾷ σὸν Πασέπα σὸν πέμχανσα αὐσόν. 
Ὁπᾷρ πῶρ ςτμπέπλεκσαι ἟ σιμὴ σοῦ Υἱοῦ σῇ σιμῇ σοῦ Πασπόρ; Καὶ σί σοῦσο, υηςί; Τοῦσο γὰπ καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν 
ἀποςσόλψν ἔςσιν ἰδεῖν· Ὁ γὰπ δεφόμενορ, υηςὶν, ὑμᾶρ, ἐμὲ δέφεσαι. Ἀλλ‖ ἐκεῖ μὲν, ἐπειδὴ σὰ σῶν δούλψν 
οἰκειοῦσαι σῶν ἑατσοῦ, διὰ σοῦσο οὕσψρ εἶπεν· ἐνσαῦθα δὲ, ἐπειδὴ μία ἐςσὶν ἟ οὐςία καὶ ἟ δόξα. Ἄλλψρ δὲ καὶ 
ἐπὶ σῶν ἀποςσόλψν οὐκ εἴπησαι, ἵνα σιμῶςι. Καλῶρ δὲ εἶπεν, Ὁ μὴ σιμῶν σὸν Υἱὸν, οὐ σιμᾷ σὸν Πασέπα. Καὶ 
γὰπ εἰ δύο βαςιλέψν ὄνσψν ὁ εἷρ ὑβπίζοισο, ςτντβπίζεσαι καὶ ὁ ἕσεπορ, καὶ μάλιςσα ὅσαν ὁ ὑβπιζόμενορ τἱὸρ ᾖ. 
὘βπίζεσαι μὲν γὰπ καὶ ὁπλίσοτ παποινηθένσορ· ἀλλ‖ οὐφ ὁμοίψρ, ἀλλ‖ ὡρ διὰ μεςίσοτ. ἖νσαῦθα δὲ οὐφ οὕσψρ, 
ἀλλ‖ ὡρ δι‖ ἑατσοῦ. Διὰ σοῦσο ππολαβὼν εἶπεν, Ἵνα σιμῶςι σὸν Υἱὸν, καθὼρ σιμῶςι σὸν Πασέπα· ἵνα, ὅσαν εἴπῃ, 
Ὁ μὴ σιμῶν σὸν Υἱὸν, οὐ σιμᾷ σὸν Πασέπα, σὴν αὐσὴν ἐννοήςῃρ σιμήν. Οὐ γὰπ ἁπλῶρ, Ὁ μὴ σιμῶν, ἀλλ‖, Ὁ μὴ 
σιμῶν οὕσψρ ὡρ εἶπον, υηςὶν, οὐ σιμᾶ σὸν Πασέπα. In Iohannem 39.2 PG 59.221. 
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in the ancient world and that may have suggested it to him.274 It may initially strike us as 
odd that the insulting of one king is an insult to the other, but further reflection establishes 
the point of the analogy: mistreating the king is not only a personal matter, but an insult to 
kingship itself, an attack on the institution and the status of king, which is immediately 
―transferable‖. This is heightened by the relation of the kings as Father and Son, so that the 
affinity of their being is also increased, and thus the unity of their honour. 
Finally, Chrysostom seals the acumen of his analogy with reference to the exactitude of 
Jesus‖ words. He seizes upon the word καθώρ in Jesus‖ discourse, and contrasts it with the 
lack of such a word. Without it, we might understand it in the sense of the Matthean 
passage, as a mediated and indirect equating of honour and insult. But the comparative 
adverb assimilates the honour due to the Father and Son, so that we might conceptualise 
the same honour σὴν αὐσὴν ἐννοήςῃρ σιμήν. Once again it is worth noting that this analogy 
touches upon the equality of honour, which is an argument that bears upon the unity of the 
Godhead, but the analogy itself is not designed to illustrate that unity or the nature of the 
Essence, but rather to demonstrate how the intertwining of honour ―works‖, much like the 
previous analogy, with reference to an earthly situation in order to establish the divine 
one. 
 
3.6 The Incomprehensibility of God 
 
It will come as no surprise to find incomprehensibility treated along with John 1:18, as in 
homily 15: 
                                                                    
274 Sparta, at the least; the practice of dual consuls at Rome perhaps also bears some relation. 
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How therefore does John say, “No one has ever seen God”? He does so, making clear 
that all these [visions] were of condescension, not a sight of the unclothed essence 
itself. For if they had seen the nature, they would not have seen it in differing 
manner. For it is a thing simple and formless, and incomposite, and infinite, it sits 
not, nor stands, nor walks. For all these things are of bodies. But how it is, He alone 
knows. And this by a certain prophet, God and Father revealing has said, “I have”, 
he says, “multiplied visions, and by the hands of the prophets been likened275;”276 
this is, “I condescended, I revealed not this which I was.” For since his Son was 
about to be revealed to us through truly-flesh, from long ago he trained people in 
advance to see the essence of God, as it was possible for them to see. For that which 
God is, not only the prophets, but neither angels nor arch-angels saw; but if you ask 
them, you will hear them answering nothing concerning the essence....277 
 
This passage follows a recitation of Old Testament appearances of God, which begs the 
question of how the Evangelist can make his statement. Chrysostom correlates the two 
facts by the simple assertion that the Old Testament saints did not see the essence of God. 
His description of the simplicity and incorporeal nature of God gives the account for why 
they could not see God. The quotation from Hosea 12 further confirms Chrysostom‖s 
account of what is happening in Old Testament theophanies – God by condescension 
                                                                    
275 I.e. ―made likenesses of myself‖. 
276 Hosea 12:10. 
277 Πῶρ οὖν ὁ Ἰψάννηρ εἶπε, Θεὸν οὐδεὶρ ἑώπακε πώποσε; Δηλῶν ὅσι πάνσα ἐκεῖνα ςτγκασαβάςεψρ ἦν, οὐκ 
αὐσῆρ σῆρ οὐςίαρ γτμνῆρ ὄχιρ. Εἰ γὰπ αὐσὴν ἑώπψν σὴν υύςιν, οὐκ ἂν διαυόπψρ αὐσὴν ἐθεάςανσο. Ἁπλῆ γάπ 
σιρ καὶ ἀςφημάσιςσορ αὕση, καὶ ἀςύνθεσορ, καὶ ἀπεπίγπαπσορ, οὐ κάθησαι, οὐδὲ ἕςσηκεν, οὐδὲ πεπιπασεῖ. Ταῦσα 
γὰπ πάνσα ςψμάσψν. Πῶρ δέ ἐςσιν, αὐσὸρ οἶδε μόνορ. Καὶ σοῦσο διὰ ππουήσοτ σινὸρ ὁ Θεὸρ καὶ Πασὴπ 
ἐμυαίνψν ἔλεγεν· ἖γὼ ὁπάςειρ, υηςὶν, ἐπλήθτνα, καὶ ἐν φεπςὶ ππουησῶν ὡμοιώθην· σοτσέςσι, Στγκασέβην, οὐ 
σοῦσο ὅπεπ ἤμην ἐυάνην. ἖πειδὴ γὰπ ἔμελλεν αὐσοῦ ὁ Υἱὸρ δι‖ ἀληθινῆρ ςαπκὸρ υανήςεςθαι ἟μῖν, ἄνψθεν 
αὐσοὺρ πποεγύμναζεν ὁπᾷν σοῦ Θεοῦ σὴν οὐςίαν, ὡρ αὐσοῖρ δτνασὸν ἦν ἰδεῖν. ἖πεὶ αὐσὸ ὅπεπ ἐςσὶν ὁ Θεὸρ, οὐ 
μόνον ππουῆσαι, ἀλλ‖ οὐδὲ ἄγγελοι εἶδον, οὔσε ἀπφάγγελοι· ἀλλ‖ ἐὰν ἐπψσήςῃρ αὐσοὺρ, ἀκούςῃ πεπὶ μὲν σῆρ 
οὐςίαρ οὐδὲν ἀποκπινομένοτρ In Iohannem 15.1 PG 59.98. 
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represents himself to the prophets, revealing himself but not ―what He is‖. Nonetheless, 
Chrysostom also sees Old Testament theophanies as part of a salvation-historical pedagogy, 
boldly declaring that God was training them to see ―the essence of God‖, yet he immediately 
qualifies this with ὡρ αὐσοῖρ δτνασὸν ἦν ἰδεῖν, which adds a constriction to the type or kind 
of vision of the essence which could be possible. In this way Chrysostom upholds the 
uniqueness of the incarnation, that it is truly God, the one essence, who has become visible 
and flesh and man, so that we beheld God in a unique way not known before, and yet still in 
a manner conditioned by mortal and material reality. At this point he begins to refer again 
to the Old Testament for support, citing passages that support his claim that in the Old 
Testament scriptures the prophets and even the angels declare nothing about the essence 
of God, but only his power and operations. 
A little further on from this comes a second important passage, in 15.2. Chrysostom 
concludes from a preceding section that before the incarnation the Son was invisible in 
regards to Essence even to angels, but in the incarnation became visible to them. He then 
raises the question of Matthew 18:10278 and answers it with Matthew 5:8279. Don‖t the angels 
see the face of God? Matthew 5 suggests to Chrysostom that this is sight used for 
intellectual apprehension. So he says: 
[...] he means the sight according to intellect, that [which is] possible for us, and the 
intellectual conceptualisation that is concerning God; thus also is it said concerning 
the angels, that because of their pure and vigilant nature they do nothing else, 
other than to image280 God always. On this account also he281 says again, “No one 
                                                                    
278  Ὁπᾶσε μὴ κασαυπονήςησε ἑνὸρ σῶν μικπῶν σούσψν· λέγψ γὰπ ὑμῖν ὅσι οἱ ἄγγελοι αὐσῶν ἐν οὐπανοῖρ διὰ 
πανσὸρ βλέποτςι σὸ ππόςψπον σοῦ πασπόρ μοτ σοῦ ἐν οὐπανοῖρ.  
279 μακάπιοι οἱ καθαποὶ σῇ καπδίᾳ, ὅσι αὐσοὶ σὸν θεὸν ὄχονσαι. 
280 I.e. to form the mental picture/image of something. 
281 Christ. 
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knows the Father, except the Son.”282 What then? Are we all in ignorance? Not so; 
but no one knows in the same way as the Son [knows]. Just as therefore many saw 
him according to the sight permitted to them, no one beheld the essence; so also 
now we all know God, but no one knows the essence which is what he is, except 
alone the one begotten of him. For ―knowledge‖ here means the precise beholding 
and comprehension, even such [comprehension] as great as the Father has 
concerning the Son. “For just as the Father knows me, I also know the Father.”283 284 
 
It is interesting to note the vocabulary used here, which finds precise usage in other 
contemporary works, such as ἔννοια, κασάληχιρ, and θεψπία. Chrysostom‖s understanding 
of incomprehensibility conditions how he understands ―sight‖, so that it is firstly a (quite 
natural) figure for ―intellectual understanding‖. He again qualifies it immediately with σὴν 
἟μῖν δτνασὴν, so that just as in the case of analogies one is regularly reminded that it 
applies in a way befitting the subject matter, the Godhead, so too knowledge of God applies 
in a way fitting the knowing-subject. Why then do the angels have this continual 
knowledge of God? Chrysostom attributes this to their pure and undefiled nature, 
suggestive of criteria seven which we will come to. It is a subtle exhortation for his own 
congregation to pursue purity and vigilance. He then introduces Matthew 10:27 to make 
apparent the gulf between our knowledge of God and the Son‖s knowledge of God. We can 
have some knowledge of God, but it will not be absolute comprehension and vision of his 
                                                                    
282 Matthew 10:27. 
283 John 10:15. 
284 ...σὴν κασὰ διάνοιαν ὄχιν υηςὶ, σὴν ἟μῖν δτνασὴν, καὶ σὴν ἔννοιαν σὴν πεπὶ Θεοῦ· οὕσψ καὶ ἐπὶ σῶν 
ἀγγέλψν εἰπεῖν ἐςσιν, ὅσι διὰ σὴν καθαπὰν αὐσῶν καὶ ἄγπτπνον υύςιν οὐδὲν ἕσεπον, ἀλλ‖ ἠ σὸν Θεὸν ἀεὶ 
υανσάζονσαι. Διὰ σοῦσο καὶ αὐσὸρ πάλιν υηςὶν, Οὐδεὶρ γινώςκει σὸν Πασέπα, εἰ μὴ ὁ Υἱόρ. Τί οὖν; πάνσερ ἐν 
ἀγνοίᾳ ἐςμέν; Μὴ γένοισο· ἀλλ‖ οὕσψρ οὐδεὶρ οἶδεν ὡρ ὁ Υἱόρ. Ὥςπεπ οὖν εἶδον αὐσὸν οἱ πολλοὶ κασὰ σὴν 
ἐγφψποῦςαν αὐσοῖρ ὄχιν, σὴν δὲ οὐςίαν οὐδεὶρ ἐθεάςασο· οὕσψ καὶ νῦν ἴςμεν πάνσερ μὲν σὸν Θεὸν, σὴν δὲ 
οὐςίαν οὐδεὶρ οἶδεν ὅ σί ποσέ ἐςσιν, εἰ μὴ μόνορ ὁ γεννηθεὶρ ἐξ αὐσοῦ. Γνῶςιν γὰπ ἐνσαῦθα σὴν ἀκπιβῆ λέγει 
θεψπίαν σε καὶ κασάληχιν, καὶ σοςαύσην ὅςην ὁ Πασὴπ ἔφει πεπὶ σοῦ Παιδόρ. Καθὼρ γὰπ γινώςκει με ὁ Πασὴπ, 
κἀγὼ γινώςκψ σὸν Πασέπα. In Iohannem 15.2 PG 59.99. 
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essence, for this belongs to the Son alone, as further reinforced by John 10:15. The use of 
the two verses to bookend this short section works perfectly to present the symmetry of 
the Father‖s knowledge of the Son and the Son‖s knowledge of the Father, which is 
grounded in the unity of the Godhead, contrasted with the true yet limited nature of our 
own theology. 
A second passage that predictably bears upon this question is in homily 74, treating John 
14:8-9. Again Chrysostom aligns ―sight‖ with ―knowledge‖, ―And if anyone should say that 
sight here means knowledge, I do not oppose this.‖285 And yet, Chrysostom treats the sight 
language as significant, suggesting that Jesus by using the language of sight is, in effect, 
saying, ―He who sees my Essence, sees also that of the Father‖286. Once again Chrysostom 
exhibits a certain boldness in suggesting that what is under discussion is a seeing or 
apprehension of the essence of God. And yet what Chrysostom points to, is not any direct 
beholding of God‖s essence, but a knowledge attested by Christ‖s ministry: 
Enjoying such teaching, seeing miracles with power, and all which properly belongs 
to the Godhead, and that which the Father alone works, sins forgiven, secrets lead 
out into the open, Death retreating, creation made from the earth, and “have you 
not know me?”287 
 
There seems to be little other material directly bearing upon the criterion of 
incomprehensibility. Chrysostom lacks any technical development of distinctions in 
knowledge, but works with a background assumption that knowledge of God‖s essence is, 
                                                                    
285 Εἰ δὲ λέγοι σιρ ὄχιν ἐνσαῦθα σὴν γνῶςιν, οὐδὲ σούσῳ ἀνσιλέγψ. In Iohannem 74.1 PG 59.401. 
286 Ὁ σὴν ἐμὴν οὐςίαν εἰδὼρ, οἶδε καὶ σὴν σοῦ Πασπόρ. In Iohannem 74.1 PG 59.401. 
287 Τοςαύσηρ ἀπέλατςαρ διδαςκαλίαρ, εἶδερ ςημεῖα μεσὰ αὐθενσίαρ, καὶ πάνσα ἅπεπ θεόσησορ ἦν ἴδια, καὶ ἃ ὁ 
Πασὴπ μόνορ ἐπγάζεσαι, ἁμαπσήμασα λτόμενα, ἀπόῤῥησα εἰρ μέςον ἀγόμενα, θάνασον ἀναφψποῦνσα, 
δημιοτπγίαν ἀπὸ γῆρ γινομένην, Καὶ οὐκ ἔγνψκάρ με; In Iohannem 74.1 PG 59.401. 
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strictly speaking, impossible. He applies this doctrine of incomprehensibility to distinguish 
between the nature of the Old Testament theophanies and the revelatory nature of the 
Incarnation in John 1:18, and is bold enough to speak of seeing the essence of God in the 
incarnate Christ, while at the same time conditioning and qualifying such ―sight‖ by its 
proper limitation according to human nature and historical reality. So much so that in this 
last passage, the very things that are to attest to inquiring Philip that he does indeed know 
and has seen God, are the works of the Father through the Son. 
 
3.7 Purification of the Soul 
 
Naturally, this criterion is found almost immediately in the first homily, since it is in this 
one that Chrysostom is introducing the gospel, its author and scope, and entreating his 
audience to pay due attention not only in the present homily, but in the whole preaching 
series he is embarking on. He says: 
Just as therefore if we saw someone from above out of the height of heaven stooping 
down suddenly288, and promising to declare the things there with accuracy, we 
would all run to him. In the same way let us now dispose ourselves. For from there289 
to us this man speaks. For he is not of this world, just as the Christ himself says, 
“You are not of this world”290; and he has the Paraclete speaking in him, the one 
omnipresent, the one knowing the things of God accurately, even as the soul of men 
knows its own things: the Spirit of holiness, the ―straight‖ Spirit, the guiding one, the 
one leading into the heavens, the one making eyes different291, the one preparing 
                                                                    
288 Cf. Eusebius, Hist Eccl v.i.29. 
289 I.e. heaven. 
290 John 15.19. 
291 I.e., to see differently, as explained in the next clause. 
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[them] to see the things to come as the things that are, the one giving [the power] 
even with the flesh to espy the things in the heavens.292 
The comparison is particularly apt, since a figure appearing from heaven and speaking of 
heavenly things is comparable to Christ himself, but here the author is John the Evangelist, 
and Chrysostom‖s point is that the discourse of the gospel is no less true nor less about the 
very things of heaven. Therefore, as eager as one would be in the first situation, so ought 
his listeners be to hear from the Gospel of John. He further reinforces this, by a number of 
evidences that John in fact is not ―of this world‖ – the quote from 15:19 applied to John, as 
well as reference to the Spirit at work in John, followed by the catena of the Spirit‖s praises 
and operation. It is no subtlety that the Spirit‖s power and operation here involves gifting 
such spiritual sight to see and comprehend, that is to know, spiritual matters of God. 
Chrysostom goes on: 
Let us offer to him therefore much quiet through all our life; let no one dull, no one 
drowsy, no one dirty, entering in here remain; but let us remove ourselves to 
heaven. For there he utters these things to those who are citizens there. And if we 
remain on earth, we will profit nothing great from there. For the [words] of John are 
nothing to those not wishing to be set free from [this] swinish life, just as therefore 
neither are the things of this place anything to that man. For the thunder astounds 
our souls, having a sign-less sound; but the voice of this man disturbs none of the 
faithful, but even releases from disturbance and disorder. He astounds rather only 
the demons and those enslaved to them. So that we might know how it astounds 
                                                                    
292 Ὥςπεπ οὖν εἴ σινα ἄνψθεν ἐκ σῆρ κοπτυῆρ σοῦ οὐπανοῦ διακύχανσα ἀθπόον εἴδομεν, καὶ ἐπαγγελλόμενον 
σὰ ἐκεῖ μεσὰ ἀκπιβείαρ ἐπεῖν, πάνσερ ἂν ἐπεδπάμομεν· οὕσψ καὶ νῦν διασεθῶμεν. ἖κεῖθεν γὰπ ἟μῖν ὁ ἀνὴπ 
οὗσορ διαλέγεσαι. Οὐ γάπ ἐςσιν ἐκ σοῦ κόςμοτ σούσοτ, καθώρ υηςι καὶ αὐσὸρ ὁ Χπιςσόρ· ὘μεῖρ οὐκ ἐςσὲ ἐκ σοῦ 
κόςμοτ σούσοτ· καὶ σὸν Παπάκλησον ἔφει υθεγγόμενον ἐν ἑατσῷ σὸν πανσαφοῦ παπόνσα, σὸν οὕσψρ ἀκπιβῶρ 
εἰδόσα σὰ σοῦ Θεοῦ, ὡρ σὰ ἑατσῆρ οἶδεν ἟ σῶν ἀνθπώπψν χτφή· σὸ Πνεῦμα σῆρ ἁγιψςύνηρ, σὸ Πνεῦμα σὸ εὐθὲρ, 
σὸ ἟γεμονικὸν, σὸ φειπαγψγοῦν εἰρ σοὺρ οὐπανοὺρ, σὸ ποιοῦν ὀυθαλμοὺρ ἑσέποτρ, σὸ παπαςκετάζον σὰ 
μέλλονσα ὡρ σὰ παπόνσα ὁπᾷν, σὸ καὶ μεσὰ ςαπκὸρ σὰ ἐν σοῖρ οὐπανοῖρ κασοπσεύειν παπέφον. In Iohannem 1.4 
PG 59.26-7. 
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them, let us offer much silence both externally and of the intellect; and the latter all 
the more, for what is the advantage of the mouth being stilled, when the soul is 
disturbed and holds much ―storm‖?293 
Here is another exhortation, of quiet attention to the word of John the Evangelist. Then 
follows a sense of locative transportation, for not only should no one enter the church who 
hasn‖t fitted themselves for hearing such a message, but even those who enter will not 
remain ―here‖, but will be removed ―to heaven‖; just as John is ―not of this world‖, so his 
discourse is aimed at heavenly citizens. Chrysostom draws the figure of thunder: a 
disturbing sound which has no reference, being unintelligible. John‖s voice might thunder, 
but it is not a voice of disturbance, rather one that brings order from disorder, and so is 
indeed full of reference, intelligible, but only for the faithful. Chrysostom then urges both 
an exterior and interior quiet, for not only must the body be fitted for the reception of the 
audible word, but all the more the soul quieted to receive heavenly doctrines. In this we see 
the dual-focus of purification applied to the hearing of scripture itself. Chrysostom 
continues: 
I seek that calm, that from the intellect, that from the soul; since also it is that 
hearing294 I require. Therefore let no desire of possessions trouble [us], nor love of 
fame, nor tyranny of anger, nor the remaining crowd of the other passions. For it is 
not possible for the ear, unless purified, to see the grandeur of the things spoken, as 
it needs to see [it], nor to know as it must the ineffable and awful [nature] of these 
                                                                    
293 Πολλὴν σοίντν παπέφψμεν σὴν ἟ςτφίαν διὰ πανσὸρ αὐσῷ σοῦ βίοτ· μηδεὶρ νψθὴρ, μηδεὶρ ὑπνηλὸρ, μηδεὶρ 
ῥτπώδηρ ἐνσαῦθα εἰςιὼν μενέσψ· ἀλλὰ μεσαςσήςψμεν ἑατσοὺρ ππὸρ σὸν οὐπανόν· ἐκεῖ γὰπ σαῦσα υθέγγεσαι 
σοῖρ ἐκεῖ πολισετομένοιρ. Κἂν μείνψμεν ἐπὶ σῆρ γῆρ, οὐδὲν κεπδανοῦμεν ἐνσεῦθεν μέγα. Οὐδὲν γὰπ ππὸρ σοὺρ 
οὐ βοτλομένοτρ ἀπαλλαγῆναι σοῦ φοιπώδοτρ βίοτ σὰ Ἰψάννοτ, ὥςπεπ οὖν οὐδὲ ππὸρ ἐκεῖνον σὰ ἐνσαῦθα. Ἡ 
μὲν οὖν βπονσὴ κασαπλήσσει σὰρ ἟μεσέπαρ χτφὰρ, ἄςημον ἔφοτςα σὴν ἞φήν· ἟ δὲ σούσοτ υψνὴ θοπτβεῖ μὲν 
οὐδένα σῶν πιςσῶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀνίηςι θοπύβοτ καὶ σαπαφῆρ· κασαπλήσσει δὲ δαίμοναρ μόνοτρ καὶ σοὺρ ἐκείνοιρ 
δοτλεύονσαρ. Ἵν‖ οὖν ἴδψμεν ὅπψρ αὐσοὺρ κασαπλήσσῃ, πολλὴν παπέφψμεν σὴν ςιγὴν καὶ σὴν ἔξψθεν καὶ σὴν 
κασὰ διάνοιαν· καὶ σαύσην μάλιςσα, Τί γὰπ ὄυελορ σοῦ ςσόμασορ ἞πεμοῦνσορ, ὅσαν ἟ χτφὴ θοπτβῆσαι καὶ 
πολλὴν ἔφῃ σὴν ζάλην; In Iohannem 1.4 PG 59.27. 
294 I.e. the hearing that is also of the intellect and soul (as opposed to an external attention). 
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mysteries, and all other virtue that is in these divine oracles. For if someone might 
not learn well a flute or cithara tune, unless in every way straining his mind, how 
sitting as a listener will he be able to hear mystical voices with a frivolous soul?295 
 
The desire for intellectual, interior quiet is matched in Chrysostom‖s exhortation by a call 
for hearing of the same sort: that John‖s teaching be heard not merely bodily, but 
spiritually. Such a receptive intellectual disposition implies, axiomatically for Chrysostom, 
that the soul be free from troubles and passions, which is part of the recursive nature of the 
scriptures, that they both require this and are required in order to produce this model of 
the Christian life, which Chrysostom will call his audience to repeatedly in the moral 
exhortation that concludes virtually every sermon.  
The key expression is Οὐ γὰπ ἔςσι μὴ καθαπθεῖςαν σὴν ἀκοὴν ἰδεῖν σῶν λεγομένψν σὸ ὕχορ, 
ὡρ ἰδεῖν φπὴ. It may seem odd at first that Chrysostom so readily converts the sense of 
hearing to one of visual perception, but ―to see‖ has much more established connotations of 
apprehension and intellectual knowing. Nonetheless, the hearing must be purified, if it is to 
see these things. Chrysostom‖s closing comparison fits well with the opening of the homily 
itself, with the pictures of people flocking to hear the latest celebrity of the arts perform. 
 
A second example comes in homily 5, towards the end of the commentary and leading into 
the exhortation: 
                                                                    
295 ἖κείνην ἐγὼ ζησῶ σὴν ἟ςτφίαν, σὴν ἀπὸ διανοίαρ, σὴν ἀπὸ χτφῆρ· ἐπειδὴ καὶ σῆρ ἀκοῆρ ἐκείνηρ δέομαι. 
Μηδεμία σοίντν ἐνοφλείσψ φπημάσψν ἐπιθτμία, μηδὲ δόξηρ ἔπψρ, μὴ θτμοῦ στπαννὶρ, μὴ σῶν ἄλλψν παθῶν ὁ 
λοιπὸρ ὄφλορ. Οὐ γὰπ ἔςσι μὴ καθαπθεῖςαν σὴν ἀκοὴν ἰδεῖν σῶν λεγομένψν σὸ ὕχορ, ὡρ ἰδεῖν φπὴ, οὐδὲ 
γνῶναι ὡρ δεῖ σῶν μτςσηπίψν σούσψν σὸ υπικσὸν καὶ ἀπόῤῥησον, καὶ σὴν ἄλλην ἅπαςαν ἀπεσὴν σὴν ἐν σοῖρ 
θείοιρ σούσοιρ φπηςμοῖρ. Εἰ γὰπ μέλορ αὐλησικὸν καὶ κιθαπῳδίαν οὐκ ἄν σιρ μάθοι καλῶρ, μὴ πάνση ςτνσείναρ 
σὸν νοῦν, πῶρ μτςσικῶν υψνῶν καθήμενορ ἀκποασὴρ ἐπακοῦςαι δτνήςεσαι ῥᾳθτμούςῃ χτφῇ; In Iohannem 1.4 
PG 59.27. 
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Just as to enjoy the sun‖s ray one cannot, unless opening their eyes; thus also 
neither abundantly can one share this brilliance, unless greatly having expanded 
the eye of the soul, and made it in every way sharp-sighted. How does this occur? 
When we cleanse the soul of all passions. For sin is darkness, and a deep darkness; 
and this is plain from its being done unconsciously and secretly. For ―everyone who 
does evil deeds, hates the light, and comes not to the light‖296 and ―the things done in 
secret, it is shameful even to mention.‖297 Just as then in darkness, someone knows 
neither friend nor enemy, but is ignorant of all natures of things: thus also in sin.298 
 
The light analogy naturally suggests the sight one. And so the typical connection is made of 
light to eyesight, and darkness to sin to blindness. The answer to Chrysostom‖s rhetorical 
question strikes to the heart of his theory of sanctification as apatheia. The two scriptural 
quotations further reinforce the figurative language, which Chrysostom then begins to 
develop in a more concrete illustration of the blindness that is caused by sin, namely the 
inability to distinguish between objects and their properties or natures. A little later he 
says: 
And just as at night, wood, lead, iron, silver, gold, and precious stones, we see all 
alike, due to the absence of light that distinguishes them; thus also the one who has 
                                                                    
296 John 3:20. 
297 Ephesians 5:12. 
298 Ὥςπεπ οὖν ἟λιακῆρ ἀκσῖνορ ἀπολαύειν ὡρ φπὴ οὐκ ἔνι, μὴ διανοίγονσα σοὺρ ὀυθαλμούρ· οὕσψρ οὐδὲ σαύσηρ 
μεσαςφεῖν σῆρ λαμππόσησορ δαχιλῶρ, μὴ ςυόδπα ἀναπεσάςανσα σὸ σῆρ χτφῆρ ὄμμα, καὶ ὀξτδεπκὲρ αὐσὸ 
πάνσοθεν κασαςκετάςανσα. Πῶρ δὲ γίνεσαι σοῦσο; Ὅσαν πάνσψν ἐκκαθάπψμεν σῶν παθῶν σὴν χτφήν. Ἡ γὰπ 
ἁμαπσία ςκόσορ ἐςσὶ, καὶ ςκόσορ βαθύ· καὶ δῆλον ἐκ σοῦ ἀςτνειδόσψρ καὶ λανθανόνσψρ ππάςςειν αὐσήν. Πᾶρ 
γὰπ ὁ σὰ υαῦλα ππάςςψν, μιςεῖ σὸ υῶρ, καὶ οὐκ ἔπφεσαι ππὸρ σὸ υῶρ· καὶ, Τὰ κπτυῇ γινόμενα, αἰςφπόν ἐςσι καὶ 
λέγειν. Καθάπεπ οὖν ἐν ςκόσῳ, οὐ υίλον, οὐκ ἐφθπόν σιρ οἶδεν, ἀλλὰ πάςαρ ἀγνοεῖ σῶν ππαγμάσψν σὰρ υύςειρ· 
οὕσψ καὶ ἐν σῇ ἁμαπσίᾳ. In Iohannem 5.4 PG 59.58. 
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an unclean life, knows neither the excellence of prudence299 nor the beauty of [our] 
philosophy.300 
 
The sense of this passage, as opposed to the many moral and spiritual exhortations through 
the homilies, bears directly upon the theme of spiritual knowledge being related to moral 
reformation. Impurity of life is thus a kind of blindness, which leaves the spiritual faculty of 
perception unable to recognise or distinguish spiritual, not just earthly, realities, so that 
―the excellence of prudence‖ is unrecognised. I take this to represent a fundamentally moral 
category of life, the virtue of self-restraint, especially sexual. It is complemented by ―the 
beauty of our philosophy‖, υιλοςουία being a standard way for Chrysostom to talk about 
the Christian faith as a way of life and belief. 
An opening similar to homily 1 is found in homily 47. Chrysostom declares: 
Whenever we converse concerning spiritual matters, let there be nothing of 
everyday life in our souls, nothing earthly; but let all such things retreat, all such 
things be exiled, and us all be entirely devoted to the hearing of the divine oracles. 
For if when a king comes into a city, all uproar is driven off, much more when the 
Spirit is conversing with us, must we listen with much quietness, with much awe.301 
 
Again the concern for Chrysostom is to secure attention and devotion at the start of his 
homily, due to the nature and subject matter of the one speaking, i.e. John the Evangelist. 
                                                                    
299 Or ―chastity‖. ςψυποςύνηρ typically bears this meaning in Late Antique Christian writings. 
300 Καὶ καθάπεπ ἐν ντκσὶ, καὶ ξύλον, καὶ μόλτβδον, καὶ ςίδηπον, καὶ ἄπγτπον, καὶ φπτςὸν, καὶ λίθον σίμιον, 
πάνσα ὁμοίψρ ὁπῶμεν, σοῦ διακπίνονσορ αὐσὰ υψσὸρ οὐ παπόνσορ· οὕσψ καὶ ὁ βίον ἀκάθαπσον ἔφψν, οὐκ οἶδε 
σῆρ ςψυποςύνηρ σὴν ἀπεσὴν, οὐ σῆρ υιλοςουίαρ σὸ κάλλορ. In Iohannem 5.4 PG 59.58. 
301 Ὅσαν πεπὶ πνετμασικῶν διαλεγώμεθα, μηδὲν ἔςσψ βιψσικὸν ἐν σαῖρ ἟μεσέπαιρ χτφαῖρ, μηδὲν γήωνον· ἀλλὰ 
πάνσα ἀναφψπείσψ, πάνσα ἐξοπιζέςθψ σὰ σοιαῦσα, καὶ ὅλοι γινώμεθα σῆρ σῶν θείψν λογίψν ἀκποάςεψρ 
μόνηρ. Εἰ γὰπ βαςιλέψρ ἐπιβαίνονσορ πόλει, ἅπαρ ἀπελαύνεσαι θόπτβορ· πολλῷ μᾶλλον σοῦ Πνεύμασορ ἟μῖν 
διαλεγομένοτ, μεσὰ πολλῆρ μὲν ἟ςτφίαρ, μεσὰ πολλῆρ δὲ σῆρ υπίκηρ ἀκούειν ἟μᾶρ δεῖ. In Iohannem 47.1 PG 
59.261-3. 
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To do so necessarily entails a kind of purification, that is the setting aside of earthly affairs, 
which like the passions are a distraction for the soul. The royal analogy is not unique, 
either to Chrysostom or to this instance, but presses the same typical point: if true in the 
case of an earthly king, how much more so when the heavenly king, God, is involved. So too 
here, with reference to the Spirit. Purification from earthly concerns is both a moral and 
spiritual matter, as a prerequisite to theology, even the hearing of the words of scripture. 
 
3.8 The Semiotics of Creation 
 
It is, frankly, difficult to find traces of a concern for the semiotics of creation in 
Chrysostom‖s homilies on John. Nonetheless, let us mine where there are traces, and see 
what may be seen. 
In the fourth homily, Chrysostom reinforces the creator/Creation distinction in this 
manner: 
which [to be Creator] especially his Father through the prophets everywhere says is 
cognitive of his essence. And continually the prophets whirl around this type of 
proof: and not this simply, but also contending for his glory over the idols. For they 
say, “Let the gods, who did not make the heavens and the earth, perish”;302 and 
again, “I by my hand stretched out the heavens‖;303 and showing it to be declarative 
of divinity, he places it everywhere.304 
                                                                    
302 Jeremiah 10:11. 
303 Isaiah 44:24. 
304 ὃ μάλιςσα καὶ ὁ Πασὴπ αὐσοῦ διὰ σῶν ππουησῶν ἁπανσαφοῦ σῆρ οὐςίαρ σῆρ αὐσοῦ γνψπιςσικὸν εἶναί υηςι. 
Καὶ ςτνεφῶρ σοῦσο σῆρ ἀποδείξεψρ σὸ εἶδορ πεπιςσπέυοτςιν οἱ ππουῆσαι· καὶ οὐφ ἁπλῶρ, ἀλλὰ καὶ ππὸρ σὴν 
σῶν εἰδώλψν ἀγψνιζόμενοι δόξαν. Θεοὶ γὰπ, υηςὶν, οἳ σὸν οὐπανὸν καὶ σὴν γῆν οὐκ ἐποίηςαν, ἀπολέςθψςαν· 
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The combination of John 1:3 with the two Old Testament quotations provides the grounds 
for Chrysostom to argue that creation is a prerogative of God alone, over against the idols. 
To be creator is to be God, which at the least reinforces the strong Creator/creation 
distinction, even if it yet says nothing about its semiotic-ordering. Chrysostom goes on: 
But the Evangelist himself was not content with these words, but called him also 
“Life” and “Light”. If then he was always with the Father, if he himself created all 
things, if he himself brought all things to be and sustains them (for this he 
intimated by “Life”), if he illuminates all things: who is so foolish as to say, that the 
Evangelist through these things hurried to expound a lesser divinity, through which 
expressions especially are able to express equality and invariance? Let us not then 
confound the creation with the creator, lest we also hear that “they worshipped the 
creation rather than the Creator”305 306 
 
The shift from the discussion of the Father‖s unique role as Creator, over against the idols, 
and its Old Testament precedents, to the Son‖s identification as ―Life‖ and ―Light‖, is 
Chrysostom‖s recognition of the Evangelist‖s prologue agenda of expressing the unity of the 
Father and Son and the divinity of the latter. The four-fold protasis encompasses eternal 
presence, the creating of all things (thus removing him from the realm of created things), 
the genesis and sustaining of all things (aligned with ―Life‖), and illumination of all things 
(cf. John 1.9; the ―Light‖). This all-encompassing panoply of prerogatives attributed to the 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
καὶ πάλιν· ἖γὼ σῇ φειπί μοτ ἐξέσεινα σὸν οὐπανόν· καὶ δεικνὺρ θεόσησορ εἶναι δηλψσικὸν, πανσαφοῦ αὐσὸ 
σίθηςιν. In Iohannem 4.3 PG 59.50. 
305 Romans 1:25 
306 Αὐσὸρ δὲ ὁ εὐαγγελιςσὴρ οὐδὲ σούσοιρ ἞πκέςθη σοῖρ ῥήμαςιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ζψὴν αὐσὸν ἐκάλεςε καὶ υῶρ. Εἰ 
σοίντν ἀεὶ μεσὰ σοῦ Πασπὸρ ἦν, εἰ πάνσα αὐσὸρ ἐδημιούπγηςε, εἰ πάνσα αὐσὸρ παπήγαγε καὶ ςτγκποσεῖ (σοῦσο 
γὰπ διὰ σῆρ ζψῆρ ᾐνίξασο), εἰ πάνσα υψσίζει· σίρ οὕσψρ ἀνόησορ, ὡρ εἰπεῖν, σὸν εὐαγγελιςσὴν διὰ σούσψν 
ἐςποτδακέναι ἐλάσσψςιν θεόσησορ εἰςηγήςαςθαι, δι‖ ὧν μάλιςσα ἰςόσησα καὶ ἀπαπαλλαξίαν ἐνδείξαςθαι 
δτνασόν ἐςσι; Μὴ δὴ ςτγφέψμεν σὴν κσίςιν μεσὰ σοῦ κσίςανσορ, ἵνα μὴ καὶ ἟μεῖρ ἀκούςψμεν, ὅσι ἖ςεβάςθηςαν 
σῇ κσίςει παπὰ σὸν κσίςανσα. In Iohannem 4.3 PG 59.50. 
Seumas Macdonald MTh Thesis 9/11/2010 
108 
 
Son gives Chrysostom all the ammunition he needs to ask σίρ οὕσψρ ἀνόησορ, ὡρ εἰπεῖν.... 
Such expressions are clearly, for Chrysostom, all indicative of Divinity, and so express the 
Son‖s equality with the Father, even his very unity, which is directly contrary to his 
opponents. 
All this is relatively standard theological discourse, but its connection with the creation 
theme is what engages us here. That is what is seen in the last sentence of the quotation. 
Granted the equality and invariance of the Logos and the Father, we are not to confound 
Creator with creation, the fundamental failure to distinguish between disparate ontological 
entities, the most basic entities in pro-Nicene cosmology. The negative purpose clause 
reveals how great a confusion that would be: a form of idolatry as the apostle Paul speaks of 
in Romans 1. At stake in the Trinitarian debates is exactly this question/problem. If the 
Logos is not God, but creation, then to worship him is blasphemy. 
A sense of the ordering of creation comes in homily 22, regarding the Wedding at Cana in 
John 2. 
What then is the resolution of these sayings [regarding the hour has not yet come]? 
The Christ is not subject to the necessity of seasons, nor does he observe ―hours‖, he 
says, “My hour has not yet come; (for how can he [be thus subject], the maker of all 
seasons, and creator of the times and the ages?) but through the things said in this 
manner he wishes to make this plain, that he works all things with their fitting 
season, not doing all things together; since a certain confusion and disorder would 
arise thence, if he created each thing not at their fitting times, but confounded all 
together, his birth, and resurrection, and the judgment; see then: the creation must 
come into being, but not all at once; and man also with woman, but not these 
together. The race of humanity must be condemned to death, and the resurrection 
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eventuate, but a great distance between the two. The law needed to be given, but 
not grace at the same time, but each to be administered at the fitting times. 
Therefore the Christ is not subject to the necessity of the seasons, he who rather 
placed an ordering to the seasons, since he is their maker.307 
 
Again, there is no full-blown semioticisation of creation in this account. The creation is not 
rendered as having a significance that points to the Creator. Nonetheless, this passage both 
reinforces the fundamental Creator/creation distinction, and speaks to the ordering of the 
creation. The theme is particularly temporal, as occasioned by Chrysostom‖s reflection on 
John 2:4, which he draws together with the other ―hour‖ passages (8:20, 7:30, 12:1). 
Chrysostom‖s logic flows in two directions: that the Christ is not subject to temporal 
constraints, and that the Christ subjects himself to temporal constraints. The former is 
theologically grounded in his identification of the Son as Creator (ὁ σῶν καιπῶν ποιησὴρ, 
καὶ σῶν φπόνψν καὶ σῶν αἰώνψν δημιοτπγόρ). Because the Son is Creator, he is not limited 
or restrained by the creation. This is, for pro-Nicene theological accounts of the 
Creator/creation distinction, axiomatic. The Creator is sovereignly free. 
And yet even as he asserts this, he must wrestle with the text itself, which suggests a 
constraint upon the Christ‖s actions imposed by temporal considerations. Two related 
concepts appear. The first is indicated by the repeated use of forms from πποςήκψ. Its 
participle frequently bears a semi-independent adjectival force of ―befitting, proper, 
                                                                    
307 Τίρ ποσ‖ οὖν ἐςσι σῶν λεγομένψν ἟ λύςιρ; Οὐκ ἀνάγκῃ καιπῶν ὁ Χπιςσὸρ ὑποκείμενορ, οὐδὲ ὥπαρ 
παπασηπήςει, ἔλεγεν, Οὔπψ ἥκει ἟ ὥπα μοτ· (πῶρ γὰπ ὁ σῶν καιπῶν ποιησὴρ, καὶ σῶν φπόνψν καὶ σῶν αἰώνψν 
δημιοτπγόρ;) ἀλλὰ διὰ σῶν οὕσψρ εἰπημένψν σοῦσο δηλῶςαι βούλεσαι, ὅσι πάνσα μεσὰ καιποῦ σοῦ 
πποςήκονσορ ἐπγάζεσαι, οὐφ ὁμοῦ πάνσα ποιῶν· ἐπεὶ ςύγφτςίρ σιρ ἔμελλεν ἔςεςθαι καὶ ἀσαξία ἐνσεῦθεν, εἰ μὴ 
σοῖρ πποςήκοτςι καιποῖρ ἕκαςσον ἐδημιούπγει, ἀλλ‖ ὁμοῦ πάνσα ἔυτπε, καὶ γέννηςιν, καὶ ἀνάςσαςιν, καὶ 
κπίςιν. Σκόπει δέ· Ἔδει γενέςθαι σὴν κσίςιν, ἀλλ‖ οὐφ ὁμοῦ πᾶςαν· καὶ σὸν ἄνθπψπον δὲ μεσὰ σῆρ γτναικὸρ, 
ἀλλ‖ οὐδὲ σούσοτρ ὁμοῦ. Ἔδει θανάσῳ κασαδικαςθῆναι σὸ γένορ σῶν ἀνθπώπψν, καὶ σὴν ἀνάςσαςιν γενέςθαι, 
ἀλλὰ πολὺ σὸ μέςον ἑκασέπψν. ἖φπῆν δοθῆναι σὸν νόμον, ἀλλ‖ οὐφ ὁμοῦ καὶ σὴν φάπιν, ἀλλ‖ ἕκαςσα καιποῖρ 
σοῖρ πποςήκοτςιν οἰκονομεῖςθαι. Οὐ σοίντν ὁ Χπιςσὸρ ὑπέκεισο σῇ σῶν καιπῶν ἀνάγκῃ, ὃρ καὶ σοῖρ καιποῖρ 
μάλιςσα σάξιν ἐπέθηκεν, ἐπεὶ καὶ ποιησὴρ αὐσῶν ἐςσιν. In Iohannem 22.1 PG 59.133-4. 
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meet‖.308 Implicit, then, is that the creation has an ordering, and so things that occur are to 
occur in conformity to that ordering. There is a fitness or aptness to the order of creation. 
Christ‖s decision regarding the timing of various actions is about making them fit that pre-
existing order. This, in fact, does not conflict with the sovereignty thread, since the 
examples that Chrysostom cites are predominantly creating-ones, with the implication that 
Christ the Creator-Son could have ordered the cosmos differently, could in fact re-order it 
differently. So the patterning of the creation order is pre-existing to the events of John 2, 
but it is not autonomous and pre-existent in an ontological sense. The second related 
concept is that very ordering. He refrains from doing all things at once, to avoid ςύγφτςίρ 
σιρ and ἀσαξία. Rather Christ is the one who σάξιν ἐπέθηκεν. The taxis of creation is Christ‖s 
own doing, and so bears his imprint.  
So in this second passage is seen the ordering of creation by the Christ, even as in the first 
passage we saw that the creating of the cosmos by Christ was a proof of his divinity and 
predicated upon a basic Creator/creation distinction. 
Beyond this in exploring a semiotics of creation in Chrysostom, the homilies on John 
provide little to no data. There are a couple of reasons that might be suggested to explain 
this. Firstly, Chrysostom does not have the rhetorical freedom to do so in this genre. The 
homily, unlike say Nazianzus‖ theological orations, is a much more constrained form both 
in terms of topic and length. The homilies as a rule are short, confined to textual 
commentary, with brief moral exhortation at the end. Perhaps in a more theological rather 
than expository context, Chrysostom would explore cosmology further. Secondly, apart 
from the theological/expository contrast, there is also the constraint of the text. John‖s 
gospel has some important passages that would bear upon a doctrine of creation, notably 
                                                                    
308Henry George Liddell et al., πποςήκψ LSJ, III.2 A Greek-English Lexicon (Rev. and augm. throughout; Oxford; 
New York: Clarendon Press; Oxford University Press, 1996): 1512. 
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John 1:3 (as examined), John 2 (as above, but also the wine motif), John 6 and the feeding of 
the five thousand, and John 21 and the fish. These passages do not major on creation 
themes though, and Chrysostom does not explore them in that vein. If one really wanted to 
examine the depth of Chrysostom‖s pro-Nicene cosmology, one would have to look 
elsewhere.309 
Thus for this section I conclude that Chrysostom shows little to no evidence of a pro-Nicene 
cosmology in terms of a semiotics of creation. At best, his account of creation is coherent 
with such a cosmology, but it is underdeveloped in this particular corpus. There is a lack of 
positive evidence, but no contrary evidence on this criterion. 
 
3.9 (Anti-Eunomian) Polemics against Logic, Rhetoric, and Sophistry  
 
The first passage for examination comes from homily 63: 
But that the Greeks employ arguments is nothing marvelous; but that those seeming 
to be believers, that these should be found to be natural310, this is worthy of 
lamentation. On this account these also went astray, because some were saying that 
they knew God even as he knows himself, which not even one of the Greek-
[philosophers] dared to assert; others saying that God is not able to beget in an 
impassible manner, and not acceding to him anything greater than men; others 
                                                                    
309 No doubt a study of his work on Genesis would yield more material. 
310 χτφικόρ, versus πνετμασικόρ, cf. 1 Cor 15:44-46. 
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saying that neither does an upright life avail anything, nor accurate polity311. But 
there is not time to refute these [opinions] now.312 
 
The passage flows out of John 11:40, where Chrysostom seizes upon the phrase ὅσι ἐὰν 
πιςσεύςῃρ and extols the superiority of faith to arguments, λογιςμοί. This leads him to an 
initial polemic against the likes of Plato and Pythagoras, and their philosophical 
descendants, and their ignorance concerning spiritual matters. Almost offhandedly, 
Chrysostom remarks that it is nothing to be amazed at, if philosophers use philosophy to 
arrive their ideas! The contrast between πίςσιρ and λογιςμοί comes when Chrysostom turns 
his attention to those who ―seem to be believers‖, σοὺρ δοκοῦνσαρ εἶναι πιςσοὺρ. These 
figures, unnamed here, are relying upon philosophical argumentation rather than faith in 
their apprehension of divine mysteries, and so Chrysostom labels them σούσοτρ 
εὑπίςκεςθαι χτφικοὺρ, which I take as an allusion to 1 Corinthians 15:44-46, the contrast 
between χτφικόρ and πνετμασικόρ being somewhat difficult to translate to English. The 
first group spoken of, is almost certainly a reference to Heterousians. Behr cites both 
Epiphanius and Socrates as examples of the popular perception that Aetius and Eunomius 
taught that one could know God as he knows himself, with perfect clarity.313 Because 
Eunomius ties knowledge and being so closely together, lest our knowledge of God be 
something we add to him, so that we must know him as he is if that knowledge is to be real 
knowledge, this characterisation is neither unfair nor untrue. However, the bare assertion 
                                                                    
311 πολισεία ἀκπιβήρ; it is difficult to know exactly how to understand this phrase. Possibly with reference to 
Chrysostom‖s broader christianisation of πολισεία to refer to the heavenly company and citizenship that 
Christians have joined, and so as a reference to their way of life to complement βίορ ὀπθὸρ. 
312 Ἀλλὰ σὸ μὲν Ἕλληναρ λογιςμοῖρ κεφπῆςθαι θατμαςσὸν οὐδέν· σὸ δὲ σοὺρ δοκοῦνσαρ εἶναι πιςσοὺρ, σούσοτρ 
εὑπίςκεςθαι χτφικοὺρ, σοῦσό ἐςσι σὸ θπήνψν ἄξιον. Διὰ σοῦσο καὶ οὗσοι ἐπλανήθηςαν, ὅσι οἱ μὲν οὕσψρ 
ἔλεγον εἰδέναι Θεὸν ὡρ αὐσὸρ ἑατσὸν οἶδεν, ὅπεπ οὐδεὶρ οὐδὲ ἐκείνψν ἐσόλμηςεν εἰπεῖν· οἱ δὲ ἔλεγον μὴ 
δύναςθαι σὸν Θεὸν ἀπαθῶρ γεννᾷν, μηδὲ ςτγφψποῦνσερ αὐσῷ πλέον σι σῶν ἀνθπώπψν ἔφειν· οἱ δὲ λέγονσερ 
ὅσι οὔσε δὴ βίορ ὀπθὸρ οὐδὲν ὠυελεῖ, οὔσε πολισεία ἀκπιβήρ. Ἀλλ‖ οὐ καιπὸρ σαῦσα ἐλέγφειν νῦν. In Iohannem 
63.3 PG 59.352. 
313 Behr, The Nicene Faith, 271. Vaggione, Eunomius, 255-6. 
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of it here in Chrysostom is certainly designed to be unflattering; knowing God ―even as he 
knows himself‖ sounds exceedingly arrogant, which Chrysostom brings out with ὅπεπ 
οὐδεὶρ οὐδὲ ἐκείνψν ἐσόλμηςεν εἰπεῖν. The final sentence of the quotation reveals 
something of why anti-Heterousian polemic is so thin on the ground in these homilies. 
Since they are short, probably delivered early in the morning, and mainly expository, 
Chrysostom seems disinclined, particularly in the later sermons which cover far more text, 
to digress too lengthily upon systematic or polemic matters. Elsewhere his polemics are 
sharp and dominant, as in his sermons On the Incomprehensibility of God, which attack the 
Heterousians on exactly this point. 
The only other passage in the homilies that seems to bear directly upon an anti-rhetoric 
rhetoric is the opening of homily 1, which carries a comparison between the way people 
flock to celebrity athletes, sophists, and musicians, and how they ought instead flock to 
hear the voice of John the Evangelist speaking. Little can be made of this. 
If an anti-sophistic rhetoric is relatively absent from Chrysostom‖s homilies, does he 
engage with Heterousian theology in some other form? It remains to consider, as an 
example, an individual text and how it is read. Let us then examine John 14:28. 
Eunomius makes explicit reference to this verse in two places. The first is in his Apology: 
But after all, there is no one so ignorant or so zealous for impiety as to say that the 
Son is equal to the Father! The Lord himself has expressly stated that ―the Father 
who sent me is greater than I.‖ Nor is there anyone so rash as to try to yoke one 
name to the other! Each name pulls in its own direction and the other has no 
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common meaning with it at all: if the one name is ―Unbegotten‖ it cannot be ―Son‖, 
and if ―Son‖ it cannot be ―Unbegotten‖.314 
The second is in the Fragments of Eunomius that are found quoted in Cyril of Alexandria‖s 
Thesaurus de Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate: 
There can be no greater or less with respect to essence. If the Son, then, says ―the 
Father is greater than I‖ he cannot be homoousios with him.315 
And: 
The Saviour said, ―The Father is greater than I‖. If he spoke the truth the Father is 
greater, and if he is, the Son is unlike him and therefore not homoousios.316 
 
Eunomius‖ argument is established on other grounds, particularly the exact equivalence of 
―Unbegotten‖ to ―God‖ and ―Father‖, which leaves no room for the Son to be God as to 
essence. John 14:28 provides him with a distinct proof-text, the Son himself states simply 
that the Father is greater. The two fragments of Eunomius found cited in Cyril are further 
illuminating respecting this logic. For the first has a slightly combative edge: against 
attempts to discern rank or order within the Godhead, Eunomius will have none of it. There 
can be no distinction within something that has one essence, no ordering, so there cannot 
be greater and lesser. And if not greater and lesser in respect of essence, then the Son who 
says the father is greater, logically, cannot be homoousios. The second fragment is equally 
logical and emphatic: unless one is ―so impious‖ as to call the Christ a liar, then he cannot be 
homoousios, according to his own words. 
                                                                    
314 Eunomius, ―Liber Apologeticus‖ 11.9-4 in The Extant Works, 47.  
315 Eunomius, ―Fragmenta‖ Assertio xi 140B-C in The Extant Works, 183. Italics original. 
316 Eunomius, ―Fragmenta‖ Assertio xi 144D in The Extant Works, 183. Italics original. 
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Now, when we come to consider Gregory of Nazianzus‖ Theological Orations, we find that it is 
decisively written in an anti-Eunomian cast. Oration 27 is full of polemic against the kind of 
sophistry and logic associated with Aetius and Eunomius. As for a treatment of John 14:28, 
we find it in Oration 30: 
Take as third the expression, “greater;” as fourth, the phrase, “my God and your God.” 
Certainly, supposing the Father were called “greater” with no mention of the Son‖s 
being “equal,” they might have a point here. But if it is clear that we find both, what 
strength does their case have? How can there be harmony between incompatible 
terms? It is impossible for the same thing to be, in a like respect, greater than and 
equal to the same thing. Is it not clear that the superiority belongs to the cause and 
the equality to the nature?317  
Commenting on this passage, Norris suggests that one source for a list of passages to which 
Gregory might be responding in this oration would be Eunomius‖ Apology.318 Gregory‖s logic 
is as strong as any Eunomian argument. There would be real strength to the Heterousian 
position if the Scriptures only spoke of the Father‖s being greater than the Son, but since 
elsewhere we have the language of equality (Phil 2:6 ἴςορ), this is insufficient. Instead, one 
must inquire in what sense is the Son equal to the Father, and in what sense lesser. Any 
treatment of John 14:28 is going to necessitate partitive exegesis, which is exactly what 
Gregory offers, distinction in regards to cause, equality in regards to essence. 
Chrysostom‖s treatment of this verse is surprising: 
And what sort of joy would this bring them? What kind of consolation? What then is 
this saying? They did not yet know about the resurrection, nor what sort of opinion 
                                                                    
317 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 30.7 in Frederick W. Norris et al. Faith gives fullness to reasoning : the five 
theological orations of Gregory Nazianzen Leiden : Brill (1991): 266. 
318 Norris, Faith gives fullness to reason, 166. 
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they ought to have about his glory; (for how, they who knew not that he would be 
raised?) they reckoned the Father to be great. He says therefore, ―If you fear 
concerning me as of one incapable of self-defence, and are not of good courage that 
I will see you again after the cross; but hearing that I depart to the Father, you 
ought to have rejoiced, because I go to one greater, and able to dissolve all dreads.‖ 
―You have heard, that I said to you [...]319. Why does he bring this up? Because, ―I am 
of such exceedingly good cheer,‖ he says, ―regarding the things occurring, as even to 
foretell them, so far am I from fearing them. 320 
 
He says almost nothing about the clause phrase ―greater than I‖. Rather the focus of his 
commentary is upon the joy the disciples ought to have at his departure, in light of the 
Crucifixion and Resurrection. And yet, his treatment of the phrase ―greater than I‖ reflects 
his ongoing exegetical principle of condescension. For he recognises that the disciples do 
not yet have either a right conception about the Resurrection, nor even about the Christ as 
his glory. Thus Jesus directs their attention to the Father, the one ―greater than I‖, at least in 
their current understanding, so that they might take solace from his going to God, since 
they already know and believe in God‖s exceeding ability, even that he is able πάνσα λῦςαι 
σὰ δεινά. 
And yet, a theological reading was not far off. Theodore of Mopsuestia‖s comments on the 
same passage include the following: 
                                                                    
319 Chrysostom elides part of John 14:28, ―I go to the Father, and come again to you‖ ὅσι ὘πάγψ ππὸρ σὸν 
Πασέπα, καὶ ἔπφομαι ππὸρ ὑμᾶρ. 
320 Καὶ ποίαν σοῦσο αὐσοῖρ φαπὰν υέπειν ἔμελλεν; ποίαν παπαμτθίαν; Τί οὖν ἐςσι σὸ εἰπημένον; Οὐδέπψ ᾔδεςαν 
πεπὶ σῆρ ἀναςσάςεψρ, οὐδὲ οἵαν ἐφπῆν πεπὶ αὐσοῦ δόξαν εἶφον· (πῶρ γὰπ, οἱ μηδὲ ὅσι ἀναςσήςεσαι εἰδόσερ;) σὸν 
δὲ Πασέπα μέγαν εἶναι ἐνόμιζον. Λέγει οὖν, ὅσι Εἰ καὶ πεπὶ ἐμοῦ δεδοίκασε ὡρ οὐκ ἀπκοῦνσορ ἐματσοῦ 
πποςσῆναι, οὐδὲ θαῤῥεῖσε ὅσι μεσὰ σὸν ςσατπὸν πάλιν ὑμᾶρ ὄχομαι· ἀλλὰ ἀκούςανσερ ὅσι ππὸρ σὸν Πασέπα 
ἀπέπφομαι, ἔδει φαίπειν λοιπὸν, ὅσι ππὸρ σὸν μείζονα ἄπειμι, καὶ δτνασὸν πάνσα λῦςαι σὰ δεινά. ὘μεῖρ 
἞κούςασε, ὅσι ἐγὼ εἶπον ὑμῖν. Διασί σοῦσο σέθεικεν; Ὅσι οὕσψ ςυόδπα θαῤῥῶ, υηςὶ, σοῖρ γινομένοιρ, ὡρ καὶ 
πποειπεῖν· οὕσψρ οὐ δέδοικα. In Iohannem 75.4 PG 59.407-8. 
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How and in what sense does he say, The Father is greater than I?...Concerning the 
heretics who want to prove on the basis of this passage that the nature of the Father 
is greater than that of the Son, the context itself is sufficient to meet their objection 
and to show that he is referring here to the assumed man, because his death 
saddened the disciples, just as the dignity that would soon be his was a sufficient 
reason for their joy. In point of fact, the nature of God the Word did not suffer the 
torment of the cross, nor would it be affected by anything new after the passion 
that might fill the hearts of the disciples with consolation.321 
Chrysostom existed in a context where he could have made a theological comment on the 
passage with an anti-Heterousian bent, but he chose not to. That choice must be allowed to 
say something about Chrysostom‖s preaching, if not his broader agenda. 
The evidence then, with regards to anti-Eunomian sustained polemic against sophistry and 
logic is largely negative.  Secondly, Chrysostom‖s treatment of individual verses that were 
sites of debate, is not controlled by an anti-Heterousian agenda either, as evidenced by our 
examination of 14:28. This is not to say that the homilies are not regularly concerned with 
anti-Heterousian argumentation. That should be clear from earlier criteria. As well, a study 
of further passages sustains this, as in Hay‖s comparative study of Chrysostom and 
Theodore, treating John 1:1, 1:14, 2:19, 5:17, 5:19, 10:30, and 14:10.322 Hay is careful to note 
that while Theodore and Chrysostom share a common Trinitarianism, they differ 
significantly on Christological matters and interpretation, so that their partitive exegesis is 
weighted in different directions (Theodore to the ―assumed man‖, Chrysostom to the 
eternal Son323). A more sustained engagement with the initial sermons on the Prologue of 
John would reveal more elements of anti-Heterousian exegesis, as Hay‖s study does, but 
                                                                    
321 Theodore of Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Gospel of John, 128. 
322 Camillus Hay, ―Antiochene exegesis and Christology‖ ABR 12 no 1-4 D (1964) 16. 
323 Ibid., 17. 
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these fit more properly under other criteria already dealt with at some length, especially 
partitive exegesis and doctrines of simplicity, inseparable operations, etc.. With respect to a 
specifically anti-Heterousian rhetoric throughout, it is simply absent. This strong negative 
example does not diminish the case for Chrysostom‖s pro-Nicene theology, but restrains 
our appreciation of that theological agenda. He is by no means beholden to it, and his 
exposition of the text is not constrained by a need to interpret it for heightened theological 
significance. The text itself forms a control on his reading, more than his own context. 
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Chapter 4: Conclusions 
 
I have sought in this study to examine the extent and impact of Chrysostom‖s use of 
common pro-Nicene hermeneutical techniques in his homilies on John‖s Gospel. We began 
with a survey of Chrysostom‖s life and background, noting particularly his education under 
Libanios in classical rhetoric, and under Diodore of Tarsus which further solidified a 
rhetorical and/or Antiochene approach to the reading of scripture, in line with much that 
was common about patristic exegesis. We also examined the historical context of 
Chrysostom‖s preaching of these sermons, in light of the theological debates of the fourth 
century, as well as contemporary academic discussions surrounding the interpretation and 
understanding of those debates. 
With this foundation I formulated nine criteria to bring to a reading of Chrysostom‖s 
homilies, clustered particularly around Ayres‖ first strategy, of ways of speaking about 
unity and diversity in the Godhead, but not neglecting entirely his other two identified 
strategies, as well as incorporating Behr‖s insight about the significant place of partitive 
exegesis as part of pro-Nicene readings of scripture. 
With these criteria in mind, we then conducted a thorough, close reading of Chrysostom‖s 
homilies. The evidence was mixed but positive.  
In relation to (1) partitive exegesis, it was found to be a prevalent and dominant tool in 
Chrysostom‖s handling of passages that bore upon questions of the relation of Christ‖s 
divine and human nature, as well as the Son‖s relation to the Father. This is particularly so 
in the earlier homilies, dominated with the Prologue material and engagements with rival 
Heterousian interpretations.  
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The doctrine of simplicity (2) was found in three striking examples, in which it played a 
decisive hermeneutical function, but it was also notably absent elsewhere.  
The doctrine of inseparable operations (3) was found to be both significant and pervasive, a 
decisively key element in Chrysostom‖s reading of the Gospel.  
Regarding (4) pro-Nicene terminology, Chrysostom makes regular use of a number of 
phrases that could be related to the Creed of Constantinople 381, though his usage could be 
explained by those terms greater currency in the Trinitarian thinking of the period. 
Nonetheless, our examination of these terms supports the contention that Chrysostom‖s 
use of them conforms to broader pro-Nicene patterns, as does his use of ἀπαπάλλακσορ and 
ὑπόςσαςιρ.  
Chrysostom‖s use of analogy (5) was restrained, with him often drawing attention to the 
limits of his analogies, and referring his audience to the specific point of analogy which an 
example was meant to bring forth. His analogies on Trinitarian relations tend to follow 
familiar figures of light and water. Overall this is consistent with a pro-Nicene outlook.  
Despite his own sermon series On the Incomprehensibility of God, and its polemic against 
Heterousians, Chrysostom is rather reticent to deploy incomprehensibility (6) as a 
dominant feature of his exposition of the Gospel, yet it is certainly present. Again, in the 
absence of counter-evidence, this too supports the thesis that Chrysostom shares a pro-
Nicene theological approach. 
Being careful to recognise that which Ayres includes under his treatment of pro-Nicene 
approaches to purification and incorporation are not what I have treated under 
purification of the soul (7), Chrysostom does couple spiritual and secular purification and 
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purity, particularly in connection with exhortations for his hearers to heed not merely his 
words, but the words of the Gospel. This is weak evidence of pro-Nicene theology.  
Creation themes (8) find little expression in the homilies on John, apart from the 
importance of securing the Creator/creation distinction, which is a pro-Nicene distinctive, 
but falls far short of a semiotics of creation; again, this is minimal to neutral on the 
question of the thesis.  
Lastly, in regards to (9) anti-Eunomian polemics against logic, rhetoric, and sophistry, 
Chrysostom is remarkably silent in these homilies, with only one passage in particular 
bearing upon that theme. In conjunction with this, we conducted a comparative study of 
Chrysostom, Eunomius, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Theodore of Mopsuestia on the text of 
John 14:28. Despite the clear theological use and argument that the other three make of this 
text, Chrysostom is decidedly uninterested at this point in offering a theological rebuttal of 
Heterousian interpretation. This is moderate negative evidence to the polemical character 
of the homilies, balanced out if not totally negated by some of the polemical material to be 
found in the initial homilies on the Gospel‖s prologue.  
 
Overall then, I consider the evidence to be strong in favour of the proposition that 
Chrysostom is working with a fundamentally pro-Nicene theological culture, which is 
evidenced particularly in those techniques and elements that revolve around Ayres‖ first 
strategy, concerning unity of the Godhead. Other elements, such as criteria 7-9, are weak to 
absent, which may be explained by both his homiletic context and/or the demands of the 
text of the Gospel of John places upon the expositor. The strength of the conclusion that 
Chrysostom is decisively ―pro-Nicene‖ is tempered by how wide-ranging and accurate 
Ayres‖ assessment of pro-Nicenes really is, but this is a question that can only be answered 
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in turn by sustained readings of fourth century authors in light of the strategies that Ayres‖ 
himself has proposed, which is what this study has sought to do. Chrysostom is, above all, 
concerned to exposit the text of the Scriptures, in line with rhetorical and exegetical 
practices he has been trained in, for the understanding of his audience, the reformation of 
their everyday lives in accordance with a Christian habitus, and the attainment of salvation 
for them. He does so with a mind shaped by and in pro-Nicene theological concerns, which 
underwrite his theological superstructure, and so control both how he reads certain texts, 
as well as the theological polemics he engages in. Yet he is not overwhelmed by it, as the 
final strong counter-evidence of John 14:28 shows. When given the option, he does not 
need to offer a theologising reading of the text in terms of current controversy, but is 
shaped instead by the movement of the text itself in his exposition. 
On the basis of this study, Chrysostom is to be considered not merely Nicene in the 
orthodoxy of his (trinitarian) doctrine, but pro-Nicene in his theological outlook and 
hermeneutical method. Not only does this reshape how we view pro-Nicenes in the fourth 
century, it reshapes how we approach Chrysostom. As referred to in chapter one, much 
Chrysostom scholarship has been focused on social setting, rhetoric, and systematic 
theology without an integration of hermeneutical method. Here, at least, is the beginning 
of a case for respecting the strictly theological dimension that shapes his exegetical and 
expository practices. 
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